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ABSTRACT
Education reform and policy efforts have focused a great deal on teachers over the
past decade or more. Reform efforts focused on accountability have altered how teachers
are paid, how they spend their time, how they are evaluated, what they are accountable
for, and what sort of control they have over their daily tasks. At the same time, teacher
attrition continues to rise. This study employed principal component analysis (PCA) on a
subset of questions from the National Center for Education Statistics’ (NCES) 2007-2008
Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) and 2008-2009 Teacher Follow-up Survey (TFS)
data. I examined the extent to which a variety of professional experiences, including
school and classroom conditions and aspects of accountability reform (e.g., the influence
of student assessments on curriculum; teaching; and salary and benefits), are related to
teachers’ decisions to change schools or exit the job of teaching, particularly by gender
and by age (generation). Overall, after life-course related reasons (e.g., family and
health), teachers often make decisions to change schools or leave the profession based on
experiences with their school (e.g., dissatisfaction with an administrator) or their
classroom (e.g., student discipline issues). Some groups of teachers, especially men and
those from Generation Y, also report leaving the profession due to dissatisfaction with
aspects of teacher accountability reform. Several considerations for future research are
offered.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
Effective teaching is vitally important for student achievement—studies reveal
that having a succession of good teachers makes a substantial difference in what students
learn (Borman & Dowling, 2008; Coleman et al., 1966; Hanushek, 1992; Sanders &
Rivers, 1996). At the same time, studies have documented that effective teachers are
unevenly distributed across the nation’s schools to the particular disadvantage of poor
and minority children. Therefore, teachers have been under the microscope for decades –
Are they good enough? Do they get paid too little, enough, or too much? Is teaching a
profession? How do we measure the performance of teachers? What makes them stay or
leave? Numerous research and policy studies have examined these and other questions.
It is no minor undertaking to focus on the profession of teaching—the Census
Bureau indicates that PreK – 12 teachers form the largest occupational group in the
nation (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2011) and it is growing. In many ways, policy has
outpaced research on the issue of teachers, particularly since the launch of the 2001 No
Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act and later with the 2010 Race to the Top (RTTT) initiative
(Sykes & Dibner, 2009). Each of those comprehensive education reform efforts included
numerous components focused on teachers and teacher accountability – the reforms have
altered how teachers are paid, how they spend their time, how they are evaluated, what
they are accountable for, and what sort of control they have over their daily tasks.
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However, the lack of a comprehensive understanding of the determinants of
teacher labor supply is a basic impediment to the development of effective teacher labor
market policies (Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 2004). Additionally, Ingersoll and Merrill
(2012) have shown that the teaching force has steadily become less stable in recent years.
This increased instability is found most prominently for the case of attrition – the
numbers of those leaving teaching altogether each year has gone up. For instance, from
1988 to 2008 annual attrition from the teaching force rose from 6.4 percent to 9 percent
(Ingersoll & Merrill, 2012).
My dissertation research explores teacher career decisions to change schools or
leave the profession and whether or not it is a reflection of teacher accountability reform
efforts. There is a persistent conflict between what educational researchers believe to be
the conditions required to retain good teachers and many of the stringent academic
achievement and performance requirements included in NCLB and RTTT (Jackson,
2012). For example, some research suggests that NCLB, with its inherent linkage of
teachers’ competence to student performance on standardized tests, is a potential variable
impacting teacher dissatisfaction and attrition: “Teachers complain about absurdity and
consequences that result from measures of ‘progress’ hinging on one test, given on one
day, without considering other measures of success” (Hill & Barth, 2004; p. 173).
Furthermore, current reform ideas related to teacher evaluation, teacher preparation, and
compensation for teachers do not always align well with what teachers say would
improve their jobs and effectiveness (e.g., class size reduction and addressing student
discipline) (Coggshall, Ott, & Lasagna, 2010). Certainly the professional pressures
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produced by NCLB and RTTT (and other teacher accountability reforms) are not the sole
issues affecting teachers’ career decisions; but, they are a complicating factor. Over the
past few decades, there has been a movement to “professionalize” teaching by making it
more standardized and susceptible to accountability, efficiencies, and other aspects of
work that reflect a bureaucratic model. For example, while many of the recent policy
initiatives impacting teachers have largely been positioned as contributing to their
professionalization, teacher autonomy has actually narrowed since the advent of the
accountability movement (Sparks, 2012). Some researchers have even suggested that
teachers’ work has simply “intensified;” that is, it has become constant, routinized, and
deskilled, with teachers having less discretion to exercise their professional judgments
(Hargreaves, 1994; Milner, 2013). Despite these forces, there has been little to no recent
and comprehensive research examining the career decisions of teachers in relation to
teacher accountability reforms. For example, what are teachers’ experiences with the
profession in light of these reforms and how are components of the reform effort related
to their career decisions? In general, research shows that many teachers are unhappy
about recent accountability reforms; but, there is little to no evidence on whether or not
their unhappiness has actually led them to leave teaching. Do they stay in their current
positions and manage accountability reform pressures within the confines of their
classrooms? Do they move to other schools hoping that potentially negative experiences
related to accountability were school-specific? Or do they leave the profession altogether
considering the accountability reform movement a referendum on the entire profession?
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I used the opportunity of this research project to understand how teacher
accountability reforms might shape the job of teaching moving forward. I examine
whether aspects of teachers’ work that are directly influenced by teacher accountability
(e.g., influence at school, job autonomy, the impact of student performance on one’s job,
and administrative tasks) are also strongly related to whether one decides to remain in the
profession or exit the job of teaching. To investigate these and other issues, I focused on
teachers who have moved schools or left teaching entirely. Little is known or understood
about teachers who leave to go to another school (“movers”) and the group of workers
who leave the teaching profession altogether (“leavers”). What are their professional
values? Do their profiles look different? Do former teachers want something different out
of their jobs as teachers than what they experienced in the current state of classrooms and
schools as it is structured by the teacher accountability movement? Furthermore, does
this vary by gender or age?
There is plenty of research that establishes the relationship between gender and
work and more specifically, that the job of being a teacher is impacted by gender in a
variety of ways. Not only are teachers’ day-to-day experiences influenced by gender but
the overall occupation of teaching has been shaped by the fact that it is feminized work
and that teachers are primarily women (Biklen, 1995). Teacher accountability efforts may
interact with teaching as gendered work in a variety of ways. For example, teacher
accountability efforts subtly create a bureaucratic atmosphere that may differentially
impact women teachers. I used my dissertation research to examine whether teacher
accountability adversely affects women teachers over men teachers and if so, how? There
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have been no data-driven or theoretical discussions about gender and teachers’ as it
relates to teacher accountability reforms.
There is also building evidence that younger—Generation Y—teachers may want
something different out of the job of teaching than their older, non-Generation Y
counterparts, and that many of their professional values are somewhat aligned with
current accountability reform efforts. Nevertheless, there have been few if any studies
that have examined the movement of teachers across schools and out of the profession by
age/generation and certainly not as it relates to experiences or viewpoints with or around
accountability reform. Therefore, I also used my dissertation research to examine whether
teacher accountability adversely affects older teachers over younger teachers and if so,
how?
The National Center for Education Statistics’ (NCES) Schools and Staffing
Survey (SASS) and the Teacher Follow-up Survey (TFS) provide a rare opportunity to
access data that reflect the thoughts, reflections, and perceptions of individuals after they
have made career decisions to either: change schools and become a K-12 teacher in a
different school from where they were teaching the previous year (“movers”) or leave
teaching entirely (“leavers”). I use these powerful data to examine the professional values
of “movers” and “leavers” as well as to investigate potential gender and age variations in
professional values across these two subgroups. The more information that school
leaders, policymakers, and scholars have about ways in which schools can foster the
conditions that are more likely to retain teachers, the more likely it is that schools can
actively work to retain quality teachers. Furthermore, analyzing attrition trends by groups
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allows us to have a glimpse into the future and if differences exist, we can make informed
guesses about the rising labor force.

CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
There are three main areas of background information and literature that
contribute to and support the direction of this research project. They are: literature on the
gendered character of the teaching occupation; the recent policy context related to the
teacher accountability movement; and research on teacher attrition. Each of these is
discussed in more detail below.
The Gendered Character of the Teaching Occupation
There are over 3 million public school teachers in the United States and as of the
2007 – 2008 school year, over 75% of those teachers were women (U.S. Department of
Education, 2010). Teaching is more than ever before an occupation dominated by
women, with the proportion of women teachers surging from two-thirds to more than
three-quarters between 1987 – 2012 (Ingersoll & Merrill, 2013). Recent increases in the
proportion of teachers who are women have been concentrated at the secondary level,
where the majority of teachers were male until the late 1970s. There have been only
slight increases at the elementary level, already long predominantly female (Ingersoll &
Merrill, 2013).
More important than the numbers, the work of teaching is gendered and generally
considered “women’s work” from a social and cultural standpoint (Biklen, 1995;
Griffiths, 2006; Sabbe & Aelterman, 2007; Smulyan 2004a). For example, characterizing
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teaching, as is often done, as a service or as doing a good deed has implications for the
way in which teachers are treated, particularly when it comes to pay, work-time, and
support. The image of teacher as nurturer and service-provider offers dedication,
patience, and love as the main reason for teaching, rendering teaching fully women's
work, work that does not need adequate financial compensation or a balance of workload
in terms of class-size or number of teaching hours (Clifford, 1989). Teachers are still paid
drastically lower (especially in poor, rural communities) than many other occupations and
relative to other lines of work, their pay has improved little over the years (Johnson &
Birkeland, 2003). The American Federation of Teachers' (AFT) Survey and Analysis of
K-12 Teacher Salary Trends reports that as of 2007 teachers were earning about 70 cents
on the dollar of similar professions (in terms of education requirements) and this amounts
to about $22,000 per year or about 30 percent of the average professional salary
(American Federation of Teachers, 2007). Moore Johnson (2005; p. 86) adds, “To the
extent that opportunities to earn high pay over the course of a career reflect professional
standing, teaching has made little progress in the last two decades.”
Gendered work for teachers occurs through job expectations, teacher placement,
teacher identities, staff dynamics, pay, and authority and control over everyday tasks.
Furthermore, gender plays a role in the choice to be a teacher and to leave teaching, in
professional experiences, careers, opinions, in teachers’ past and present professional
identities, in popular images of teaching and teachers, in educational reforms, in
negotiations in teachers’ salaries, and in the perceptions and the behavior of those
involved in education (such as pupils, school management, colleague-teachers, and
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parents) (Sabbe & Aelterman, 2007). If we agree that schools as workplaces are gendered
then we must assume that, “advantage and disadvantage, exploitation and control, action
and emotion, meaning and identity…are patterned through and in terms of a distinction
between male and female, masculine and feminine” (Acker, 1991, p. 146).
Furthermore, some researchers suggest that men and women may have varying
definitions of success in the workplace or may value different aspects of work and
professions. For example, Dyke and Murphy (2006) suggest that there are two types of
concerns that influence women’s lives: concerns for career and professional achievement
but also, concerns about personal relationships (see also Smulyan, 2004a, 2004b). While
relationships are important for men, they seem to be willing to sacrifice relationships for
career advancement and in fact, see relationships separate to career and professional
achievement. Making a contribution to what they believed in was also a key element of
women’s definitions of success. Women seem content to trade career progress for
opportunities more consistent with their values. For example, becoming an administrator
does not appeal to some women teachers because they feel the move compromises the
commitment to teaching, wastes teaching talent, and/or places them in a powerless
position in the wider educational bureaucracy (Acker, 1995).
While women certainly make autonomous choices to enter and stay in certain
positions within education, there are also interpersonal and social expectations that
facilitate and limit those choices. For example, while not specific to teaching, research
that examines women's and men's internalized values and feelings of self-efficacy about
what makes them feel productive and effective at work shows that some women put more
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value than men on “the importance of making occupational sacrifices for one's family and
on the importance of having a job that allows one to help others and do something
worthwhile for society" (Eccles, 1994, p. 600; Lackland & De Lisi 2001; Lent, Brown, &
Hackett, 1994).
Carlson (1992; p. 4) states, “Basic skills, performance-based, and cost-effective
approaches to urban school reform have employed a highly masculinized language of
technical rationality in holding a highly feminized teaching force accountable.” Research
has shown that for decades, the occupation of teaching has shifted to bureaucratized
work, including the centralization of authority, the relegation of all educational
considerations to questions of cost, and the direct supervision of the schooling process by
administrators (Altenbaugh, 1992; Apple, 1986, 1987; Tyack & Strober, 1981). Similarly,
Apple (1986, p. 45; 1987) suggests that the job of teaching has seen a slow, but certain
process of increased “technicization and intensification” and that responsibility for
designing one’s own curricula and teaching has decreased, but responsibility over
technical and management concerns, which are reflective of bureaucratization, have
swelled. Teacher work is professional when it is considered complex and skilled, and
when teachers are involved in leadership roles, partnerships with colleagues, and shared
decision-making. “Intensification,” on the other hand, points to teacher work that is
constant, routinized, and deskilled, with teachers having less discretion to exercise their
professional judgments (Hargreaves, 1994). Some researchers have suggested that
teachers have, to some extent, misinterpreted intensification as professionalization of
their job (Apple, 1986; Densmore, 1987; Hargreaves, 1994).
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One of the consequences of this shift is that women learn the roles that are
defined by these bureaucratic, standardized principles of organizations and ways of doing
work, and the roles then become self-perpetuating. Acker (1991) suggests that the
reinforcement can take place through job materials (e.g., work rules, labor contracts, and
managerial directives) and job evaluations. For example, she states:
Thus today this system can be taken as composed of residues of
these judgments, which are a set of decision rules that, when
followed, reproduce managerial values. But these rules are also the
imagery out of which managers construct and reconstruct their
organizations. The rules of job evaluation, which help to determine
pay differences between jobs, are not simply a compilation of
managers' values or sets of beliefs, but are the underlying logic or
organization that provides at least part of the blueprint for its
structure. Every time that job evaluation is used, that structure is
created or reinforced. (p. 148)
These nuanced and insightful statements about the ways in which teachers’ work
is gendered are not unrelated to policy. The bureaucratic, standardized model of work and
worker is now considered the norm to which successful teachers must aspire—
impartiality of decisions, impersonality of the bureaucrat, and unequivocally authoritative
character of the hierarchy (Davies, 1996). The job of teaching appears to be moving in a
direction that is based on a concept that has been created by and applies to jobs and
career paths that were, from their inception, male dominated (Blackmore, 1989;
Buzzanell & Goldzwig, 1991; Glazer, 1991).
There seem to currently be potentially opposing forces in teacher policy reform –
many recent policy efforts focused on teachers are designed to structure the job around a
bureaucratic, standardized framework, such as the implementation of performance
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management systems, recognition of hierarchy, promoting competition, and structuring
work as outcomes-based. Yet, the corresponding professionalism that often props up
these kinds of shifts in the workplace do not seem to be similarly underway in teaching–
i.e., increased pay, support on the job, relationships with administrators, autonomy in the
classroom, opportunity for contributions to organizational policy. The result is the façade
of attempts to professionalize teaching that do not include many of the other
professionalization “perks” that go along with other jobs that align with this same
framework. I suspect that this mismatch will impact teachers’ career decisions to leave
the profession or move schools.
Policy Context – Teacher Accountability Movement
During the past three decades, the education research literature and policy
landscape have been replete with recommendations for reforming the preparation of
teachers, enhancing in-service teacher professional development, improving teacher
recruitment and retention, and generally improving teacher quality. From reports by
prominent national organizations such as the National Commission on Excellence in
Education (1983), the Holmes Group (1986), and the Carnegie Forum on Education and
the Economy (1986) to the federal education legislation, No Child Left Behind (No Child
Left Behind [NCLB], 2002), and the Obama administration’s Race to the Top (RTTT)
competition, efforts to reform education in the United States have placed significant
emphasis on having a high-quality teacher in every classroom (Borman & Dowling,
2008).
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The twenty-first century kicked off a major shift in the dialogue around education
policy and reform. Gone were the conversations about arts and sciences as well as the
push for national standards that had defined the previous twenty years. As requirements
around standardized tests increased and budgets decreased, the arts curriculum in schools
was often the first to go. Some of the leading ideas in American education in the early
2000s were accountability and school choice (Ravitch, 2010; White & Rosenbaum, 2008;
Lauen, 2008). Reauthorization of the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(SEA) was signed into law in 2002 and titled No Child Left Behind. That legislation
brought a landslide of policy reform efforts for states and school districts around
accountability, teacher quality, high-stakes testing, data-driven decision making, charter
schools, privatization, deregulation, performance-based compensation for educators, and
competition among schools (Ravitch, 2010). Through NCLB, states and school districts
were now required to staff schools only with teachers who were considered “highlyqualified,” which meant that they had a bachelor’s degree, full certification or licensure,
and proof (usually through a test) that they were knowledgeable in the subject they
taught. While these requirements certainly seem reasonable on the surface and in some
respects pushed the nation to have a long-needed conversation about equality of access to
good teachers, they also caused enormous problems for, among other things, schools in
rural areas, math and science classrooms, and special education classrooms, which can all
be difficult to staff (Sykes & Dibner 2009). The school-level challenges related to
following the law around highly-qualified teacher staffing therefore became a larger
problem for districts and states to deal with as well as for the profession as a whole in
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terms of considering how good teachers are identified, and the policies and programs that
are used to recruit and retain them.
Perhaps even more influential on teachers’ lives than “highly-qualified” teacher
requirements were teachers’ new responsibilities around student testing. Survey research
suggests that state-mandated testing plays an increasing role in teachers’ work lives, a
trend that has accelerated with the rapid implementation of NCLB (Johnson, Berg, &
Donaldson, 2005). Requiring students to pass standardized exams before graduating or
progressing from grade to grade—a practice known as “high-stakes” testing—had already
gained momentum in the 1990s (New York State Department of Education, 2006). By the
early 2000s, standardized test scores became the primary test measure of student
performance and school quality. In fact, NCLB requires that all students in grades three
through eight take annual standardized tests (developed by the states). NCLB also
includes a mandate that all students be proficient (according to a state-level definition) by
2014 and student proficiency was to be achieved through a mix of standards,
assessments, and accountability for teachers, schools, school districts, and states. The
legislation also required that states and districts take corrective action on schools “in need
of improvement” (New York State Department of Education, 2006). Corrective actions
included funding and staffing considerations, extra monitoring, and additional support.
Nichols and Berliner (2008) say that the high-stakes testing mandates in NCLB were
designed to create a promise of reward and threat of punishment that would improve
instructional quality and student achievement, especially for poor and minority children
(also see Manna, 2011). They also suggest that most people agree that there is no
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convincing evidence that this has happened (Center on Education Policy, 2007;
Desimone, Smith, & Frisvold, 2007). However, there is some more recent evidence
suggesting that NCLB has resulted in small but positive effects on student achievement,
particularly in math (e.g., Ballou & Springer ,2011; Dee & Jacob, 2011).
In fact, the advent of NCLB and the push for standardized test scores and
accountability has been a challenge for many, but mostly for classroom educators (White
& Rosenbaum, 2008; Rothstein, 2008). Much of the recent focus on teachers has
emerged, in part, as direct and indirect rationale for ensuring that students are able to
meet modern curriculum standards and assessment regimens. However, testing and
accountability often encourage and reward unintended behaviors, such as cheating and
“teaching to the test” (Cullen & Reback, 2002; Figlio & Getzler 2002; Jacob, 2005;
Sunderman, Tracey, Kim, & Orfield, 2004). Furthermore, Beaugez (2012) found that
perceptions of pressures associated with mandatory duties, routine paperwork, and
student performance on tests predict teachers’ perceived levels of stress. Doherty (2001)
reports that a Quality Counts survey revealed that “teachers are feeling pressure from
state testing and accountability systems and believe there is too much focus on state
tests.” Of those polled, 67 percent said that their teaching “had become ‘somewhat’ or
‘far too much’ focused on state tests” (p. 20).
However, some research suggests positive outcomes of NCLB. For example,
some teachers report that NCLB has provided them with clearer expectations for student
learning and highlighted the needs of disadvantaged students (Murnane & Papay, 2010).
Furthermore, NCLB appears to show a positive impact on some teachers’ perceptions of
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student engagement (Dee, Jacob, & Schwartz, 2013). And most recently, Grissom,
Nicholson-Crotty, and Harrington (2014) used nationally-representative data to show that
while teachers’ hours worked since NCLB have increased, so have their feelings of
classroom control and their perceptions of support from peers, administrators, and
parents. Additionally, teacher job satisfaction and commitment to the profession,
according to their findings, have increased since NCLB (Grissom et. al., 2014).
Either way, aspects of testing and accountability have become a major part of
educational reform because of the perceived or actual urgency to push children to the
highest levels of performance possible to stay competitive and economically viable in the
world (Nichols & Berliner 2008). As states and localities administered NCLB, the effects
have reached nearly every public school classroom in the nation. Only after the initial
year of implementation did educators and the public begin to develop a broad
understanding of the extent to which federal education policy had intervened in school
practice (New York State Department of Education, 2006).
By the time the Obama administration was in office in 2008, the focus on teachers
through state and federal policy was at an all-time high. In July 2009, the administration
launched the Race to the Top (RTTT) fund (part of the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act [ARRA]), the largest ever federal school reform grant. Race to the
Top, a $4.35 billion competitive grant program, required states to submit a plan
addressing four education reform goals: the use of internationally-benchmarked standards
and assessments, the recruitment and retention of effective teachers and principals, the
adoption of data systems to track student progress, and the improvement of low-
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performing schools. In addition, RTTT required states to remove any statutory barriers to
using data about student achievement to assess the performance of teachers and
administrators as well as to remove limits to the number of charter schools allowed in the
state (New York State Department of Education, 2006).
One of the major tenets of RTTT was to improve “educator effectiveness”
through a variety of efforts, primarily by establishing evaluation systems for teachers and
principals that factor in multiple measures of performance, incorporating student growth
(particularly on assessments) as a significant factor and using the evaluation results to
inform high-stakes personnel decisions, such as compensation, promotion, tenure, and
dismissal. Even those states that are not RTTT grantees are working to initiate policy and
practice that is outlined in the grant program. No single aspect of a federal or state policy
initiative has impacted teachers’ lives more than the educator effectiveness component of
Race to the Top and similar initiatives that have supported Race to the Top since 2009.
For better or worse, recent reforms constitute substantial changes in teachers’ and
principals’ work lives, including increased scrutiny in the classroom, a more intense
focus on student performance, and direct consequences for school funding and
management (Loeb & Cunha, 2007).
Despite the massive push to increase accountability for teacher quality and
performance, there is little conclusive understanding about the impact of NCLB and
RTTT reforms on the quality of the overall teacher workforce, their job satisfaction, or
the ways in which teacher recruitment and retention are or are not supported by the policy
shifts presented through NCLB and RTTT (Grissom et. al., 2014). Some have
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hypothesized that the rise of test-based accountability associated with NCLB and the
ongoing push to establish more-rigorous teacher evaluation systems have made teaching
less attractive and thereby contributed to further decline in the quality of the teaching
corps (Goldhaber & Walch, 2014). Others have suggested that one of the results of the
initiatives has been decreased time for teachers to care for and attend to the needs of
individual students (Williamson & Morgan, 2009). In the past, teachers have largely
agreed that they have higher levels of autonomy and control than most would think—they
have had the right to organize the learning process according to their own choosing
(Franklin, 1988; Hanson 1991; Ingersoll, 1997); however, this might not still be the case
as the teacher accountability movement has now been in place for more than ten years
and the policies have most certainly begun to embed in teachers’ classrooms. For
example, it is more common now than ever for classrooms to use scripted curricula, such
as curriculum manuals and pacing guides—these materials in conjunction with highstakes testing have potentially negative consequences for teachers’ flexibility and
autonomy in the classroom and the stifled use of professional knowledge and judgment
(Johnson, Berg, & Donaldson 2005; Milner, 2013). Some critics argue that scripted
curricula “deskill” teachers by diluting the quality of instruction and making teaching
unattractive work (Apple, 1990; McNeil, 2000). In his survey of elementary teachers in
three states, Kauffman (2004) found that 22.2 percent of his respondents said that they
received “too much direction in one or more subjects” (p. 29). Notably, teachers in lowincome schools were more likely to report that they received “too much direction” than
those in medium income or high-income schools (Kauffman, 2004). Such findings have
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implications for the retention of new teachers and, if they remain in the profession, the
types of schools where they will choose to work. Those seeking more autonomy may
move to less regulated schools, which tend to be in the suburbs. To the extent that the
teachers who move from low-income to high-income schools are more knowledgeable,
students in low-income communities may be left with less qualified teachers (Johnson,
Berg, & Donaldson, 2005).
On the other hand, Densmore (1987), Hallett (2010), and Coburn (2004) all
discuss ways in which teachers do have autonomy and control over their work despite
working within bureaucratic settings and being impacted by accountability reforms.
Coburn refers to this as “bounded autonomy”—teachers’ worldviews and classroom
practice are very much affected by pressures from the institutional environment, such as
accountability requirements; yet they also have more agency than what has traditionally
been considered the case, particularly by institutional theory (2004; p. 234). The
researcher states that teachers blend their agency with environmental pressures by
allowing their experiences to be the lens by which they make everyday decisions,
including those that are considered institutional requirements.
The teacher accountability movement presents a conundrum. Some research
suggests that the key to school improvement is internal accountability forged through
interactions among school faculty that yield cooperation, critique, feedback, and mutual
responsibility (Milner, 2013). There is a potential risk that a lot of money, resources, and
time are currently focused on external accountability mechanisms in the form of
standards, assessments, sanctions, and remedies and that these will not automatically
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produce internal accountability (Abelman, Elmore, Even, Kenyon, & Marshall, 1999;
O’Day, 2002). The puzzle then concerns this relationship: under what circumstances can
external accountability promote internal responsibility among educators in a school
(Sykes & Dibner, 2009)?
Teacher Attrition Research
The focus on teacher attrition rates dates back to the 1980s when several
demographic shifts and education policy movements began to materialize—projected
increases in student enrollments with the post-World War II baby boom; policy shifts
related to the reduction of class sizes; and anticipated increases in the number of
retirements among an aging teacher work force (Darling-Hammond, 1984; Grissmer &
Kirby, 1987; Murnane, Singer, and Willet 1989; National Academy of Sciences, 1987).
Indeed, teacher attrition rates have increased in the United States—the job of teaching
experienced a 41% increase in the rate of attrition from the late 1980s to 2009 (Ingersoll
& Merrill, 2013). While the number of teacher retirements has also increased (Goldhaber
& Walch, 2014; Ingersoll & Merrill, 2013), retirees tend to account for only a small
portion of total turnover and attrition (Ingersoll, 2003). Using national data from the
1990s, Ingersoll (2001) showcased the substantial number of teachers leaving the
profession for reasons other than retirement, thereby calling national attention to teacher
churn in schools and districts that had numerous policy implications for issues such as
teaching working conditions and teacher retention. Relatively speaking, teaching has less
attrition than some other occupations, such as child care workers, secretaries, and
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paralegals and has higher attrition than professions such as nursing, law, engineering,
architecture, and academia (Ingersoll & Perda, 2008).
Teacher turnover is not necessarily detrimental. Theory and research from the
fields of organizational theory, economics, and sociology have maintained that some
degree of employee turnover is normal and inevitable, and can be efficacious for
individuals, for organizations, and for the economic system as a whole (Abelson &
Baysinger, 1984; Hom & Griffeth, 1995; Ingersoll & May, 2011; Jovanovic 1979a,
1979b; Mobley, 1982; Price, 1977, 1989). However, there is general consensus that a
variety of costs and consequences are associated with employee turnover, including the
loss of human capital and of investments in employee development as well as the cost of
replacement hiring and training (Ingersoll & May, 2011). Teacher attrition can also be a
symptom of underlying problems in how well an organization functions or of a mismatch
between organizations and the professional values of the workers these organizations
routinely hire. A conservative national estimate of the cost of replacing public school
teachers who have dropped out of the profession is $2.2 billion a year (Alliance for
Excellent Education, 2005). For sociological purposes, we are most interested when
attrition is asymmetrical; that is, when it is possible to determine trends in who
commonly leaves teaching and/or from which public schools and districts teachers most
commonly depart. Rates of teacher attrition and turnover are often highest in schools that
serve large percentages of poor and minority students which are also the schools that
struggle to fill vacancies and attract qualified applicants (Boyd, Lankford, Loeb, &
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Wyckoff, 2005; Goldhaber, Gross, & Player, 2009; Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 2004;
Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2002).
There has been some lack of agreement among researchers around what
constitutes “attrition” groups—researchers have delineated groups such as “movers”
(teachers who move to other schools but remain teachers), “leavers” (those who leave
teaching or the job market entirely), mothers (women who leave to have or raise a child),
students (those who leave for further education), and retirees (Cha & Cohen-Vogel,
2011). For the purposes of this study, I employ some of the same attrition groups and
definitions used by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)—these include:
1) “movers” – those who change schools but remain a K-12 teacher from one year to the
next; and 2) “leavers” – those who leave their K-12 teaching position for various reasons
(i.e. retirement, family issues, different job, etc.) from one year to the next. The “leaver”
category will be unpacked and further described in the methods and analysis sections in
order to be clear about specific reasons for leaving.
For the past 25 years, NCES has collected data on teachers (e.g. demographics,
perceptions, experiences, and career decisions) through the Schools and Staffing Survey
(SASS) and the Teacher Follow-Up Survey (TFS). SASS has been conducted every few
years since the 1987-1988 school year and the TFS has been administered to a subsample
of SASS respondents the year following each administration of SASS. The three most
recent waves of NCES’s Teacher Follow-up Survey data (2000-2001, 2004-2005, and
2008-2009) reveal fairly similar percentages of “stayers,” “movers,” and “leavers” for
each category across the three waves. Table 1 below indicates that for each of the three
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TFS administrations, over 80% of teachers remained a K-12 teacher in the same
classroom between the school year that the original survey was administered and the
administration of the follow-up survey the following school year—the percent of
“stayers” hovered close to 85% for the first wave (2000-2001) and the third wave (20082009), but dipped slightly in 2005 to 83.5%. The percent of “movers” across the three
waves of data is around 8%—that is, between the original and follow-up surveys, 7.7%,
8.1%, and 7.6% of teachers (for each of the three waves, respectively) remained a K-12
teacher but in a different school. Last, in 2000, the percent of “leavers” (those who left
the teaching profession entirely) was 7.4% which increased to 8.4% in 2004 and dipped
down again to 8% in 2008.
Table 1. Percent of Stayers, Movers, and Leavers from Three Waves of Teacher
Follow-up Survey Data (2000-2001; 2004-2005; and 2008-2009) (Keigher, 2010;
Luekens et. al., 2004; & Marvel et. al., 2006)
From 1999-2000 to

From 2003-2004 to

From 2007-2008 to

2000-2001

2004-2005

2008-2009

Stayers

84.9%

83.5%

84.5%

Movers

7.7%

8.1%

7.6%

Leavers

7.4%

8.4%

8.0%

Total %

100

100

100.1*

*May not sum to 100% because of rounding. Information based on weighted count of teachers.
Despite the relative consistency of stayer, mover, and leaver teachers across time,
there are certainly nuances to be captured within and across these overall numbers.
Teacher labor supply aggregates a variety of decisions made at different points in time
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based on different information and influences (Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 2004).
Research has documented a series of personal, professional, and organizational factors
that influence teachers' decisions to stay, move, or leave at different rates. Teacher
turnover, whether to move to a different school or teaching position or to leave the
profession entirely, is subject to a variety of personal and professional life factors that
change across the lifespan and career path. These life factors include: local labor market
conditions (e.g, opportunity wages), family situations (e.g., childbirth), and intrinsic
benefits associated with teaching and/or alternative professional opportunities (e.g.,
prestige, self-respect) (Gritz & Theobald, 1996; Imazeki, 2005; Strunk & Robinson,
2006). Research has already established some factors that are related to teacher attrition
and turnover—below I present a discussion of the research about some individual (age,
experience, gender, and race) and workplace (e.g. salary, working conditions) factors that
are related to and influence teacher attrition rates. Reasons for leaving teaching are
complicated and often include an intricate blend of individual and workplace factors.
Despite a solid research base in this area, I also discuss below how the research lacks
information on how certain workplace factors related to the recent accountability
movement (e.g., loss of autonomy and control over one’s classroom or a heightened focus
on student assessments) might be impacting the attrition rates of teachers.
Individual Factors that Contribute to Teacher Attrition and Turnover
Analyzing many recent studies on teacher turnover, Borman and Dowling (2008)
summarize individual teacher characteristics that appear to have an impact on attrition
rates. Teachers’ age is one of the most reliable predictors of departure, with a u-shaped
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distribution in which younger and older teachers are more likely to leave (Boe, Bobbitt,
& Cook, 1993; Grissmer & Kirby, 1987; Grissmer & Kirby, 1997; Hanushek, Kain, and
Rivkin, 2004; Ingersoll, 2001; Ingersoll & May, 2011; Murnane, Singer, & Willett,
1989). This finding has been confirmed even in specific subject areas - younger and older
math and science teachers are more likely to depart than middle-aged math and science
teachers (Ingersoll & May, 2010). One group that appears to have a growing research
base in terms of the factors that may affect their retention and attrition is that of “Gen Y”
teachers—those born between 1977 and 1995. These teachers continue to account for a
large part of the rising teacher workforce; but, they also have complicated viewpoints
about factors related to teacher accountability. For example, Gen Y teachers: are more
likely to be open to differential rewards/payment based on performance but are skeptical
about the use of student test scores to make decisions about those rewards/payments;
think it is important to remove ineffective teachers but are still very supportive of teacher
tenure; and go into the job believing they will stay for the long-haul (Coggshall et al.,
2010). Gen Y teachers are also more likely to say that they do not plan to remain in the
job of teaching or that they are willing to leave and re-enter the profession in the future
(Coggshall et al., 2010; Headden, 2014). This dissertation contributes to the further
research that is needed to understand the extent to which teacher accountability efforts
impact teacher attrition rates by age.
Related to teacher age, teacher experience continues to be a steady and important
predictor of attrition. The least and most experienced teachers are most likely to depart
their schools (Cha & Cohen-Vogel, 2011; Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 2004; Ingersoll &
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Merrill, 2013; Jackson, 2012; Murnane, Singer, Willett, Kemple, & Olsen, 1991; Shen,
1997). Those who leave teaching for a job outside of education are somewhat less
experienced and younger than those who stay (Cha & Cohen-Vogel, 2011). Beginning
teachers tend to leave rather than move because they have less loyalty and fewer benefits
incentives to stay. Complicating this situation is that there has been a considerable
increase in the proportion of teachers who are beginners (Headden, 2014; Ingersoll &
Merrill, 2013). In the late 1980s, each year brought 65,000 newcomers to the teaching
force; by the late 2000s, that number was 200,000 (Ingersoll & Merrill, 2013). Based on
research about who most often leaves teaching and the number of incoming teachers that
are new to the profession, teacher churn will inevitably grow—the largest portion
(beginners) of the largest occupation in the nation (teachers) is therefore, decreasingly
stable (Ingersoll & Merrill, 2013). At the other end of the spectrum, the teachers with the
most experience are also likely to leave teaching, although the reasons are most certainly
different than what pushes out the inexperienced teachers. For veteran teachers,
retirement is most frequently the reason they choose to leave. In fact, the possibility of an
impending teacher retirement “crisis” is a recurring topic in research and the media. The
SASS data do show that the number of teachers eligible for full or partial retirement has
increased dramatically (Goldhaber & Walch, 2014). The pace at which the workforce is
aging into retirement is also speeding up: most of the increase in the proportion of
retirement-eligible teachers occurred in the mid-2000s, and today the nation’s classrooms
are staffed predominantly by relatively young (under age 30) and senior teachers (over
age 55) (Goldhaber & Walch, 2014).
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The research on the relationships among gender, race, and teacher attrition is
complex. The effects of gender or race on attrition considered in isolation are not very
informative. For example, Borman and Dowling (2008) suggest that women teachers are
more likely to move or leave teaching than are men teachers. But the research around the
reasons for this trend is less articulated. Also, some recent research suggests that turnover
rates of minority teachers are much higher than those of white teachers (Ingersoll &
Merrill, 2013). However, Borman and Dowling (2008) found that white teachers are
more likely than non-white, minority teachers to leave teaching. More illuminating is that
many researchers have found gender and race to interact together and with other factors
when it comes to teacher attrition rates. For example, Cha and Cohen-Vogel (2011) found
that teachers who change jobs tend to be disproportionately male and white. Furthermore,
male math and science teachers are more likely to depart teaching than women math and
science teachers (Ingersoll, 2012). Also, Ingersoll’s important contribution to the teacher
attrition literature revealed that the odds of male minority teachers departing were over
50% higher than for women minority teachers; but for whites, there was little or no
gender difference (2011).
Workplace Factors that Contribute to Teacher Attrition and Turnover
Most researchers agree that individual teacher characteristics have some influence
on teacher attrition, but that school characteristics and working conditions are the best
predictors of both teacher attrition and retention (Borman & Dowling, 2008; Cha and
Cohen-Vogel, 2011; Cannady, 2011; Ingersoll, 2001; Johnson & Birkeland, 2003; Loeb,
Darling-Hammond, & Luczak, 2005; Weiss, 1999). Using the most recently available
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SASS (2007-2008) and TFS data (2008-2009), Moore (2011) examined the ways in
which school environmental factors and teacher background characteristics explain
teachers’ discontent and ultimate attrition. Her results suggest that the school
environment plays a major role in dissatisfaction but minor in actual attrition; in fact,
according to her research it is mostly individual characteristics that influence attrition
itself.
In terms of workplace factors, teachers generally leave due to low salary, lack of
support from administration, low job satisfaction, inadequate resources and workplace
conditions, the desire to seek other career opportunities, and poor student behavior and
motivation (Borman & Dowling, 2008; Boyd, Grossman, Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff,
2008; Guarino, Santibanez, and Daley 2006; Henke et al. 2001; Ingersoll 2003; Johnson,
Berg, and Donaldson 2005; Luekens et al. 2004). Teachers will tend to move to other
teaching positions or jobs or activities outside of teaching that offer these characteristics
(Guarino, Santibanez, & Daley, 2006). These and other studies focused on teacher
attrition that have been conducted over the past several years suggest a variety of the
most important workplace and environmental characteristics that have a relationship with
teacher attrition. They include:


Teacher attrition from schools in urban and suburban areas is generally greater than
from schools in rural areas. Furthermore, teacher attrition can be high at large schools
and migration is a more common pattern across small schools.



Schools with good administrative support and mentoring programs have less attrition.
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To some extent salary matters for teacher attrition—for example, salaries relative to
other school districts rather than the absolute level of teacher salaries is the important
determinant of teacher transitions (Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 2004). Salaries appear
to have a larger impact on the probability of switching districts rather than exiting
teaching altogether—very few teachers leave teaching to accept higher wages in other
employment (Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 2004; Scafidi, Sjoquist, & Stinebrickner,
2006).



Teacher attrition is greater in schools with predominantly low-SES students.



Poor student achievement is associated with increased odds of teacher attrition.



Schools with predominantly minority students have more attrition than all-white
schools. In fact, data show that there is an annual asymmetrical reshuffling of a
significant number of teachers from poor to not-poor schools, from schools with high
minority to low minority enrollment and from urban to suburban schools (Ingersoll,
2011).
Two workplace conditions that are particularly important for teacher attrition and

retention are: the amount of influence teachers perceive they have on school policy and
the level and types of support they get from their administrators. Increases in teacher
influence over school policy are associated with greater teacher job stability, whereas
increases in principal influence over school policy are associated with a higher incidence
of teachers leaving the teaching profession (Ingersoll, 2001; Jackson, 2012). The more
decision-making power and influence individual teachers perceive they have over school
policy, the more likely they are to remain in their school and the less likely they are to
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either transfer to a different school or leave teaching (Shen, 1997). Furthermore, in her
recent report on beginning teachers and teacher turnover, Headden states, “It’s not
money, or lack of it, that’s causing most teachers to leave. The primary driver of the
exodus of early career teachers is a lack of administrative and professional support”
(2014; p. 5). I suspect that this trend is stronger now more than ever in the face of teacher
accountability reform and their need for support in implementing the requirements
associated with these reform efforts.
In one of the few published studies that explores the relationship between
increased accountability and teacher retention, Tye and O’Brien (2002) tracked the
graduates of a large teacher education program. On the basis of 115 responses and a 12.6
percent response rate, they reported that “[t]hose respondents who had already left
teaching ranked the pressures of increased accountability (high-stakes testing, test
preparation, and standards) as their number one reason for leaving,” while “respondents
who are still teaching [but reported they would consider leaving] ranked paperwork and
accountability pressures high—second and third, respectively” (p. 27).
Interaction of Workplace and Teacher Characteristics on Attrition
Some studies have explored the possibility of an interaction between individual
characteristics and workplace or job-related factors on teacher attrition. For example,
male, minority, and young teachers seem more responsive to salary increases (as a
retention factor) than do their women, white, and older teacher counterparts (Gritz &
Theobald, 1996; Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 2004). In fact, Hanushek et al.’s (2004)

31
study showed that for women teachers, student characteristics are much more strongly
related to teacher transitions than salary differentials.
Ingersoll and May (2011) found that lack of collective faculty decision-making
influence, as well as lack of individual classroom autonomy, was significantly related to
attrition for minority teachers. The same hard-to-staff schools that are more likely to
employ minority teachers are also more likely to have weak working conditions (such as
lack of classroom and school autonomy), and these conditions often account for the
higher rates of minority teacher turnover. Other findings from this study include:


Schools in urban areas, schools with higher percentages of minority students, and
schools with higher percentages of minority teachers each had higher turnover of
white teachers. For white teachers, school demographic characteristics, especially
minority student enrollment, had a stronger relationship to moving than to leaving. In
contrast, for minority teachers, there continued to be little relationship between school
demographic characteristics and the likelihood that minority teachers would either
move between schools or leave teaching.



Discipline problems matter more for white teachers than minority ones.



Schools with higher levels of school-wide faculty decision-making influence had
lower levels of turnover for both white and minority teachers.



Less positive organizational conditions in schools accounted for the higher rates of
minority teacher turnover.
On the other hand, Cha and Cohen-Vogel (2011) found that job related factors

(i.e. working conditions, salary, and professional development) and teachers’ decisions to
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leave teaching did not significantly differ between groups. Using factor analysis on data
from the 1999-2000 SASS and 2000-2001 TFS, the authors anticipated that teacher (e.g.,
race, gender, teaching experience) and school (e.g., enrollment, student poverty)
attributes would not only play a direct role in a teacher’s decision to stay or quit teaching
but would also influence the effect of job-related factors (i.e., teachers’ salary level,
conditions of work, and participation and perceived usefulness of professional training
opportunities) on those decisions. They had predicted, for example, that the association
between salary and decisions to leave for a job outside of education would be stronger for
males (who may have a greater number of higher paying job options outside of teaching)
than for women, or that the association between working conditions and switching jobs
might be weaker for those who teach in rural communities (who may have fewer
opportunities for non-teaching jobs with better working conditions). However, the
interaction predictors of attrition by group did not pan out in the Cha and Cohen-Vogel
study.
Summary of Literature Review and Theoretical Background
The above three areas— the gendered nature of the teaching profession, teacher
accountability reform, and the research on individual and workplace characteristics
related to attrition—create a compelling narrative that supports the research questions for
this study. The current research shows that both teacher and workplace characteristics
matter for attrition rates. The impact of these characteristics on attrition rates is
sometimes consistent but more often, varies by subgroup. Moreover, aside from Moore
and Ingersoll, who focused on subsets of teachers, no one has examined teacher attrition
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using the latest SASS and TFS data. What appears to be missing from the teacher attrition
literature at this point is an analysis of the impact of factors related to teacher
accountability reform (workplace factors) on the career decisions of teachers by gender
and age (individual characteristics) for a comprehensive sample of K-12 teachers.

CHAPTER THREE
DATA, RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES, AND METHODS
In order to explore the professional values that current and former teachers
associate with teaching, this study employed a variety of descriptive and comparative
analyses. This section will describe the ways in which I used nationally representative
data to learn about the reasons that current and former teachers moved schools or left the
job of teaching, and the extent to which those values and expectations align with the
latest teacher accountability movement.
I begin with an overview of the data source for the study—the National Center for
Education Statistics’ (NCES) Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) from 2007-2008 and
the 2008-2009 Teacher Follow-up Survey (TFS). Following that is a description of the
sample selected from the SASS for my analysis as well as the methods that were used to
prepare the sample for analysis. I then lay out my research questions and hypotheses.
Last, I provide a description of the methods that were used to analyze each of the four
research questions and hypotheses.
Data Source
The data for this study come from NCES’ nationally representative Schools and
Staffing Survey (SASS) as well as the supplement to SASS, the Teacher Follow-up
Survey (TFS). This research focuses on the most recently completed wave of SASS
(2007-2008) and TFS (2008-2009). At the time this research was conducted, NCES had
recently released the 2011-2012 SASS but not yet released the corresponding TFS (i.e.
34
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2012-2013). Because the TFS is the most important component to my research I did not
use these more recent SASS data which were lacking the follow-up component.
SASS is the largest and most comprehensive data source available on the staffing,
occupational, and organizational aspects of elementary and secondary schools. The U.S.
Census Bureau collects the SASS data for NCES from a random sample of public and
private schools. There have been six SASS cycles to date—1987-88; 1990-91; 1993-94;
1999-00; 2003-04; 2007-08. Each cycle of SASS includes separate (but linked)
questionnaires for school and district administrators and for a random sample of teachers
in each school. One of the most beneficial aspects of the SASS is its large scope and
sample size—it is the largest teacher survey conducted in the United States (Keigher,
2010). Every state in the United States is sampled for SASS. Table 2 below shows the
unweighted sample size for the 2007-2008 SASS data from public schools, including the
number of districts, schools, and teachers that were sampled.
Table 2. Unweighted Sample Size for 2007-2008 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS)
Sampling Frame

Sample Size

Public School Districts

3,950

Public Schools

6,800

Public School Teachers

38,420

Source: SASS 2007-2008 and TFS 2008-2009 Restricted Use Data License and Documentation

Table 2 also reflects the sampling strategy for SASS—to collect the data, NCES
uses a cluster sample approach whereby districts are identified first, then schools, and
then teachers within schools. Because of the nested structure of the data, there is the
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possibility that schools within districts are similar to each other because of commonalities
in governance, central administration, and procedures. Furthermore, teachers within
schools can be similar to each other because of the common administration, procedures,
and norms within each school (Moore, 2011). I later discuss the strategies employed to
reduce the potential for error because of the nested nature of the data and the likelihood
for shared characteristics across the data.
The 2008-2009 TFS is a subsample of teachers from the 2007-2008 SASS. The
TFS sample is a stratified sample that allows comparisons of teachers by status (stayers,
movers, and leavers), sector (traditional public, public charter, and private), experience
groups, grade level, and teacher’s race/ethnicity. All of the strata, except status, were
defined using data from teachers’ SASS records (e.g. gender, age, race/ethnicity, etc.). To
determine status for the TFS sampling frame, each school that was sampled for the SASS
was mailed a Teacher Status Form at the beginning of the 2008–09 school year asking for
current information about the previous year’s teachers (Keigher, 2010). The information
collected from the form was used to stratify each teacher into the following status
categories (Keigher, 2010):


Stayers – teachers in the 2007–08 school year who remained a teacher at the same
school for the 2008–09 school year or teachers whose status was not reported (left
blank) by the school.



Movers – teachers in the 2007–08 school year who remained a teacher for the 200809 school year but in a different school or teachers who worked in a school in the
2007–08 school year that closed or merged with another school.
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Leavers – teachers in the 2007–08 school year who left the teaching profession before
the 2008–09 school year began.



Unknowns – teachers who were reported by the school as having left, without any
other information given, or teachers whose SASS school did not complete the
Teacher Status Form.
Once the TFS sample was identified, the questionnaires were administered to

potential respondents across the status groups. Slightly different versions of the TFS
questionnaire were administered to stayers, movers, and leavers based on the
respondent’s status. For example, teachers considered “leavers” were asked questions
about why they left the profession whereas teachers considered “movers” were asked
questions about why they changed schools. The response rate for the 2008-2009 TFS was
86.7% (from the full 2007-2008 SASS sample) (Keigher, 2010). Unlike most previous
data sources on teacher turnover, the TFS is large, comprehensive, and nationally
representative, and it includes the reasons teachers themselves give for their departures
along with a wide range of information on the characteristics and conditions of the
schools that employ teachers (Ingersoll, 2001). Table 3 below summarizes the percent
and number of the total population of “stayers,” “movers,” and “leavers” in the 20082009 TFS sample.
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Table 3. Stayers, Movers, and Leavers in the 2008-2009 Teacher Follow-up Survey
(TFS)
Percent and Number in the Overall 2008-2009
Status
TFS
Stayer

54.7% (N = 2,600)

Leaver

26.6% (N = 1,260)

Mover

18.7% (N = 890)

Total

100% (N = 4,750)

Source: SASS 2007-2008 and TFS 2008-2009 Restricted Use Data License and Documentation

The “leaver” category represents a variety of situations. About 25 percent of the
1,260 leavers retired from the profession and another approximately 25 percent continued
with jobs in the K-12 education field, but not as a teacher. Only nine percent left for a
different job outside of education. The rest left to care for family members, return to
school, or are unemployed (Keigher, 2010). Some of the individuals from this final
category indicated that they left teaching because their contract was not renewed or listed
their current employment status as being “disabled” or “on leave.”
It is important to provide a bit of context for what it was like to be a public school
teacher during 2008-2009 as the respondents were completing these follow-up surveys.
At this point, No Child Left Behind (NCLB) had been in effect since 2001—therefore,
teachers in almost every school across the nation were experiencing the impact of that
legislation through a variety of avenues, such as a considerable increase (relative to preNCLB) in standardized testing for students in grades 3 – 8; constant efforts and
conversation focused on the yearly performance status (i.e. AYP) of their school
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(measured in part by results on standardized tests); and a new focus on what was
considered a “highly-qualified teacher” that focused on teacher experience, teacher
background, and whether a teacher was actually teaching in the grade/subject area for
which she/he was certified (a decision teachers themselves actually have little control
over). With the election of President Barack Obama in 2008 came a new education
administration led by former Chicago Public Schools (CPS) chief, Arne Duncan. Prior to
2008, there had been a shift in focus from teachers’ “highly-qualified” status to “teacher
effectiveness,” the latter suggesting teachers’ job performance was now going to be
judged by outputs, such as the performance of the students they teach. The new
administration solidified this work with several state- and district-level competitive grants
that tied the release of funds to clear plans from states and districts for how they were
going to measure “teacher effectiveness” and how they were going to make decisions
about teachers’ pay and job status based on these measures. Therefore, at the time of
completing these TFSs, many teachers’ jobs, particularly those in urban areas which were
the first to embrace teacher policy reforms, were beginning to look more high-stakes than
ever.
Identifying the Sample from the TFS for this Research
This research concentrates on a specific sub-group of teachers from the 20082009 TFS population—some former teachers (“leavers”) and some current teachers who
changed schools since the administration of the 2007-2008 SASS (“movers”). This
dissertation will not utilize data (i.e. data were removed) on those teachers who continued
to teach in the same school (“stayers”) for two reasons: 1) I am interested primarily in
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reasons for voluntary departure from teaching, either by moving schools or by leaving the
occupation of teaching altogether; and 2) The questions asked of these teachers during
the TFS do not match the questions asked of “movers” and “leavers” (thereby reducing
chances of comparison across groups). Some teacher decisions to change schools or leave
teaching are the result of retirement, school staffing actions, and/or personal and family
reasons. However, some of the TFS survey responses from “movers” and “leavers”
reflect job dissatisfaction or pursuit of a different career as a matter of choice and
therefore suggest the importance of investigating the impact of professional values and
organizational conditions on these choices. I suggest that the attitudes, experiences, and
perceptions embedded in teachers’ responses to a selection of survey questions (discussed
below) point to teacher professional values—what they want out of the job and were not
experiencing and subsequently, why they changed schools or exited the profession
altogether.
Before identifying the sample on which to focus the analyses, I first merged the
2008-2009 Principal Follow-up Survey (PFS) file with the TFS file using a unique school
identifier number. The reason for this merge was to gain access to a variable of interest
for my research that is only available in the PFS—the overall performance level of a
teacher’s school. The 2008-2009 PFS includes information about the school’s Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP) measure during 2006-2007. Adequate Yearly Progress is the
state’s measure of a school’s yearly progress toward achieving state academic standards.
Identifying this measure in my research allowed for a better understanding of the school
conditions and demographics that the teacher taught in during 2007-2008 before she or he
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made the decision to move to a different school or leave the teaching profession
altogether. Although the measure reflects 2006-2007 AYP (as opposed to 2007-2008), I
assume that school conditions and demographics of a school do not fluctuate so
drastically from year to year and that this measure suggests some meaningful teacher
experiences in the workplace during the 2007-2008 school year. For example, schools not
meeting AYP are usually those in which a combination of factors, such as low student
performance, sub-standard school leadership, and/or poor working conditions are a daily
presence for teachers. Teachers can often find working in such schools to be
demoralizing (Santoro, 2011). Furthermore, I suspect that schools, and their staff, not
making AYP are experiencing stronger accountability pressures to improve their
performance status relative to their counterpart schools achieving AYP status. Merging
these two files reduced the available number of teachers for my sample because I was
only able to retain teachers in the TFS who had a school control number that matched on
a school control number in the PFS.
Following the merge of the PFS and TFS files, I removed several groups of
teachers from the leaver group (and thereby the overall sample to be used for the
analysis) whose characteristics did not meet my research goals. They include:


“Former” teachers who indicated that they were still teaching.



“Current” and “former” teachers whose contracts were not renewed (these
individuals did not make a voluntary choice to leave teaching). There are no
teachers in the final sample who left the profession or moved schools as a result
of contract non-renewal.
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“Former” teachers who responded that they were on maternity/paternity leave,
disability, or sabbatical from teaching (these individuals may return to teaching).



“Former” teachers who retired (these individuals most likely left do to life cycle
reasons and not reasons related to their professional values not being met or to
school or organizational issues)1.



I removed six respondents who got other jobs after retiring from teaching (they
did not remain a retiree), said they took the incentive to retire, but that they would
have remained in teaching had they not been offered an incentive.
As previously discussed, many of the public school teacher “leavers” from the

2008-2009 TFS continued with jobs in the education field, but not as a teacher (Keigher,
2010). I chose to keep in the dataset all respondents who left full-time, K-12 teaching but
stayed in education (e.g., principal, assistant principal, school district administrator,
librarian, instructional coordinator, teacher assistant, counselor, substitute teacher, or
teacher aide). I am testing the impact of accountability systems on full-time, K-12
classroom teachers—those who are most likely to experience the types of accountability
pressures described in the previous chapter. If someone decided to leave teaching but stay
in education, it is possible that they left the classroom as a result of personal, professional
values that do not align with components of the accountability movement. However, they
most likely remained in education because that is the field that aligns with their skills and
Fifty “former” teachers who left teaching due to retirement took a financial incentive to retire from the
profession but said that they would not have kept on teaching had they not been offered the incentive to
retire. In other words, these teachers were poised to leave the profession for reasons of dissatisfaction had
they not been offered an incentive to retire. I retained these 50 individuals in the sample.
1
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experience; and, they perhaps did not expect to encounter these same types of
accountability pressures in other education positions. Furthermore, I did not remove any
of the current (“mover”) teachers who, as of 2008-2009, were itinerant teachers, longterm substitute teachers, administrators, librarians, or other professional or support staff.
Staying in K-12 education in one of these positions as a “mover” teacher does not alter
the fact that they made the decision to move from their previous school. Therefore, these
are still eligible cases to examine their reasons for changing schools.
After removing all non-relevant cases from the TFS (after it was merged with the
PFS), Table 4 below highlights teacher status information for the unweighted version of
the sample that I used for my dissertation research. This is a sub-set of the full TFS
sample of teachers presented in Table 3. Table 4 below illustrates that the sample has 610
“mover” teachers who changed schools between 2007-2008 and 2008-2009 and 730
“leaver” teachers who left the K-12 teacher profession after the 2007-2008 school year.
The new N of 1,340 mover and leaver teachers is 28.2% of the full TFS sample
(including movers, leavers, and stayers) and 62.3% of the combined mover and leaver
groups from the full TFS. The leaver teacher group includes individuals who as of 20082009 worked in education but not as a K-12 teacher, worked in an occupation outside of
teaching, were caring for a family member or other family-related responsibilities, or
were doing something that fell into the “other” category. The next chapter (i.e.,
“Descriptives”) provides detailed information about the current occupational status of the
final sample of leaver teachers as of 2008-2009.
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Table 4. Number and Percent of “Movers” and “Leavers” in Final, Unweighted Sample
Number*

Percent

Movers

610

45.5%

Leavers

730

54.5%

1,340

100%

Total
*Numbers are rounded to the nearest ten.

Preparing the Sample for Analysis
Before conducting analyses on the final sample described above, I had to first
address the nested nature of the data set. Many national datasets, including SASS and
TFS, involve multistage sampling, in which geographic regions are first selected, then
institutions, and finally students (Pratt et al., 1996). Multistage sampling is the process of
sub-sampling clusters so that the elements are obtained from selecting sampling units in
two or more stages—this strategy is often used for national datasets for efficiency and
economic reasons (Kish, 1965). Most complex samples, like SASS and TFS, are
collected using some sort of cluster sampling, stratified sampling, or multistage sampling
process because access to a simple random sample is not feasible (Hahs-Vaughn, 2005;
Thomas & Heck, 2001). With multistage and other similar types of sampling techniques,
it is possible that the observations within clusters are more alike in some ways compared
with observations in other clusters; then, the assumption of independence among the data
is negated and the true population variance is underestimated (Hox & Kreft, 1994; Kish
& Frankel, 1974; Selfa et al., 1997). The SASS and TFS data are nested because to
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conduct the surveys, NCES first identified school districts, then schools within those
districts, and then staff members, including teachers, within those schools. As Moore
(2011; pp. 44-45) states, “This strategy, although appropriate for the size and scope of the
survey, can result in problems when the data are analyzed…There is the possibility that
schools within districts are similar to each other because of commonalities in governance,
central administration, and procedures. Moreover, teachers within schools can be similar
to each other because of the common administration, procedures, and norms within each
school. The potential for error because of such commonalities must be addressed.” For
the SASS (from which the TFS sample is drawn), over 38,000 teachers were sampled
from only 6,800 schools in only 3,900 school districts, indicating a high probability that
more than one teacher from any particular school completed the SASS and/or TFS. The
nested nature of the data may make teachers seem more statistically similar (thereby
having less variability) than they might actually be if the data were not nested. The
underlying assumptions of parametric statistical procedures may be violated if the
complex sampling design is not considered in the analyses (Hahs-Vaughn, 2005).
To measure how strongly teachers’ responses in the unweighted sample were
related, I ran an Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC) on a targeted set of variables in
my final, unweighted sample (as shown in Table 4). The ICC is a technique that is often
used to assess homogeneity across pairs of measurements in a dataset (McGraw & Wong,
1996; Shrout & Fleiss, 1979). The magnitude of the ICC depends on characteristics of the
variable(s) measured and the attributes of the groups. ICC is most commonly run on the
outcome variable(s). When the data are totally independent, the ICC should be zero and
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there is little need to adjust for the design effect associated with this clustering. However,
in the presence of ICC, the impact of cluster sampling on the operating alpha level can be
substantial. Research suggests that .7 is a high ICC and issues related to cluster sampling
need to be addressed (McGraw & Wong, 1996).
I ran the ICC using the 19 “leave” and 18 “move” variables that will later be the
focus of principal component analyses to test my study hypotheses. These variables are
the study outcome variables and reflect responses to a series of questions from the TFS
that rank the importance of reasons respondents cited for leaving the teaching profession
(“leave” variables) or changing schools (“move” variables). These variables are suitable
for the ICC not only because they are the outcome variables but because they point to
classroom, school, and student performance factors that may reflect school or
organizational issues where there are potential clustering effects. Using my final,
unweighted sample, I ran a 2-way mixed model ICC (concentrating on the average
measure coefficient) 2 on each set of variables. Each ICC procedure generated a
coefficient greater than .9, suggesting a clustering effect in the data that needs to be
addressed.
There are generally two approaches that can be used to deal with clustered
sampling designs: 1) a model-based approach; and 2) a design-based approach (HahsVaughn, 2005; Kalton, 1983). The design-based approach is appropriate for my research
for the following two reasons:

2

For information about choosing which ICC model to use, see McGraw and Wong (1996).
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1) I treated the sample as one group and focused the analysis on one level (i.e.
teachers), as opposed to multiple levels. A design-based approach for addressing
nested data is appropriate for this level of analysis (Thomas & Heck, 2001).
2) A model-based approach, such as hierarchical linear modeling (HLM), is not an
option for my research because many of the schools in my dataset have only one
teacher. In fact, only 10.8% of the schools in my sample have more than one
teacher. And in the majority of those schools, there is a maximum of two teachers.
HLM requires at least thirty cases at one level (e.g. teachers) for observation at
the second level (e.g. schools) (Moore, 2011).
The design approach I chose to use is the normalized weight adjusted by the
design effect (Hahs-Vaughn, 2005). A comprehensive approach using weights and design
effects in tandem compensates for potential data dependence along with disproportionate
sampling (Stapleton, 2002). This strategy adjusts the weight and the standard error
thereby making the final sample more reflective of random sampling and more
appropriate for analysis (West & Rathburn, 2004). There are two steps in this designbased approach: 1) Create and apply a weight to the dataset; and 2) Apply a design effect
to the adjusted weight. The effective sample size is then altered by adjusting the
normalized weight downward as a function of the overall design effect (Thomas & Heck,
2001; West & Rathburn, 2004).

48
Applying a Normalized Weight3. The unweighted sample is only a “collection of
individuals that represents no meaningful population” (Kalton, 1983, p. 583). The results
of analyses from unweighted samples cannot be generalized to any population other than
that which was included in the original sample (i.e., the finite population). In most cases,
this defeats the purpose of using a dataset that is nationally representative of some
underlying population (Kalton, 1983). I chose to apply a normalized weight to the dataset
before adjusting the sample with a design effect. The normalized weight is calculated by
dividing the raw weight by its mean, thereby preserving the sample size (Peng, 2000;
Thomas & Heck, 2001). To calculate the normalized weight for my sample, I ran
descriptives on the TFS 2 final sampling weight (a variable supplied by NCES) which
yielded a mean of 341.17. I then divided the TFS 2 final sampling weight variable by its
own mean (341.17) in order to get a normalized weight to apply to my overall sample.
Table 5 below shows descriptive statistics on the teacher status variable for the
unweighted sample and then the sample once the normalized weight was applied.

3

Some authors, including Longford (1995), Pothoff et al. (1992), and Thomas and Heck (2001), label this
weight relative; others refer to it as normalized (Kaplan and Ferguson 1999). NCES refers to this weight as
normalized. Therefore, I use the same terminology in my research. However, in general, the terms relative
and normalized are interchangeable.
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Table 5. Descriptive Statistics on the Teacher Status Variable for the Final Unweighted
Sample and the Final Sample with a Normalized Weight Applied
Sample with Normalized
Unweighted Sample
Weight Applied

Sample Size (n)*

Movers

Leavers

Movers

Leavers

610

730

650

690

Mean

1.92

1.97

Standard Deviation

.997

1.0

Standard Error of Mean

.027

.027

*Numbers rounded to the nearest ten.

Table 5 reveals that after the normalized weight was applied, the sample size still
summed to 1,340—this is consistent with what the research suggests will happen once
normalized or adjusted weights are applied to samples (Kaplan & Ferguson, 1999;
Pfeffermann, Skinner, Holmes, Goldstein, & Rasbash, 1998). Normalized weights
address sample size sensitivity issues while still incorporating sample weights (Kaplan &
Ferguson, 1999). Furthermore, applying the normalized weight in the analyses ensures
that the standard error estimates are correct given a simple random sample (Thomas &
Heck, 2001). However, complex samples do not use simple random sample designs thus
requiring the second step of adjusting the sample size according to a design effect. Using
the design effect adjusted weights ensures that both disproportionate sampling and cluster
sampling have been accounted for and that the most accurate estimates will be produced.
Design Effect. The second step to addressing the clustered and disproportionate design of
my sample is to use the normalized sample weight to calculate a design effect and then
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adjust the weighted sample using the design effect. A design effect—deff—is the
sampling variance of an estimate in a complex probability sample divided by the sample
variance that would have been found if the sample of the same size had been selected
using a simple random sample (Selfa et al., 1997). The design effect is not a fixed
characteristic of the sample but one that differs from variable to variable. Some national
datasets include design effects in their documentation materials; however, NCES stopped
calculating design effects for SASS and TFS data after the 1990-1991 SASS. Therefore,
when the design effect is not reported in technical reports for datasets, it is appropriate to
use: the design effect for a similar variable, the average design effect averaged over a set
of variables, or the average design effect of the dependent variable averaged over
subgroups of the independent variable (Huang, Salvucci, Peng, & Owings, 1996). In
surveys such as SASS and TFS, where a very large number of variables are measured, it
is the usual custom to calculate the design effect for a group of similar variables and then
calculate their average as a measure of the efficiency of the sampling design with respect
to the group of variables (Salvucci, Holt, Moonesingle, & Kaufman, 1995)—this was the
method employed for my research.
I used the below model to calculate an average design effect for each of the two
sets of outcome variables, the aforementioned 19 “leave” variables and the 18 “move”
variables (Johnson, 2009).
deff = 1 + rho (n – 1)
In this model, rho represents the interclass correlation and n is the number of
elements in the cluster (i.e. teachers per school) (Johnson, 2009). The average number of
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teachers per school in the sample with the normalized weight applied is 1.12. Using the
dataset with the normalized weight applied, I calculated an average measure ICC (2-way,
consistency) for the 19 “leave” variables (ICC = .93) and used that ICC to calculate a
design effect of 1.1116. The calculation of the design effect for the 19 “leave” variables
is:
1.1116 = 1 + .93 (1.12 – 1)
I then calculated an average measure ICC (2-way, consistency) for the 18 “move”
variables (ICC = .911) and used that ICC to calculate a design effect of 1.10932. The
calculation of the design effect for the 19 “leave” variables is:
1.10932 = 1 + .911 (1.12 – 1)
I averaged together the two average design effects [(1.1116 + 1.10932)/2] for an
overall design effect of 1.11046. This final, average design effect was used to adjust the
sample size by multiplying the normalized weight by 1/deff. Table 6 below shows
descriptive statistics (sample size, mean, standard deviation, and standard error) on the
final teacher status variable for the three versions of the sample – unweighted, normalized
weight applied, and design effects applied.
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Table 6. Descriptive Statistics on the Teacher Status Variable for Final Unweighted
Sample, Final Sample with Normalized Weight Applied, and Final Sample with Average
Design Effects Applied
Sample with
Sample with Average
Unweighted Sample

Normalized Weight
Design Effects Applied
Applied

Sample Size (n)*
Percent
Total Sample

Movers

Leavers

Movers

Leavers

Movers

Leavers

610

730

650

690

590

620

45.5%

54.5%

48.5%

51.5%

48.7%

51.3%

1,340

1,340

1,210

Mean

1.92

1.97

1.97

Standard

.997

1.0

1.0

.027

.027

.029

Size

Deviation
Standard Error of
Mean
*Numbers rounded to the nearest ten.

Table 6 shows that applying the average design effect to the weighted sample
reduced the sample size from N = 1,340 to N = 1,210. The importance of the resulting
sample size after applying the design effect adjusted weight is that the subsequent
analytic results reflect the underlying population (usually a nationally representative
sample) (Hahs-Vaughn, 2005). Furthermore, the standard errors are larger when using
design effect adjusted weights. This is expected as the standard errors are adjusted for the
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homogeneous clusters present in the original sample design (Hahs-Vaughn, 2005). The
final sample with a normalized weight and design effects was used for all of the
remaining analyses.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
Questions remain about the attrition of teachers and the reasons (i.e., their
professional values) they either move schools or leave the profession entirely. More
importantly, there is a lack of research and understanding about the extent to which
teacher career decisions and professional values are impacted by current efforts to alter
the profession using aspects of accountability. Given the available data from the National
Center on Education Statistics, opportunities exist for powerful analyses to respond to
these questions. To that end, below are the research questions that I examined as well as
my hypotheses for the outcomes.
Research Question 1 (RQ1)
What are the professional values of teachers who are “movers” and teachers who
are “leavers”? Do the professional values of movers and leavers reflect dissatisfaction
with components of the teacher accountability movement?
Hypothesis 1 (H1). For both movers and leavers, there will be one or more
factors (i.e. “professional values”) that reflect dissatisfaction with components of the
teacher accountability movement.
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Research Question 2 (RQ2)
Which group of teachers (movers or leavers) has professional values that
contradict more strongly with accountability reform?
Hypothesis 2 (H2). The accountability component and the factor loadings within
the accountability component will be stronger for leaver teachers than mover teachers.
Research Question 3 (RQ3)
Do the professional values of teachers in these two groups vary by gender? In
other words, do men and women teachers differ in the values they cite as they change
schools or leave the profession?
Hypothesis 3 (H3). Across four groups [(1) men movers, (2) men leavers, (3)
women movers, and (4) women leavers], the factor loadings of women leavers will be the
largest for variables reflective of the teacher accountability movement. Furthermore, the
accountability component will be the strongest for the women leavers. Following women
leavers will be men leavers, women movers, and men movers.
Research Question 4 (RQ4)
Do the professional values of teachers in these two groups vary by age
(generation) in the values they cite as they move or leave?
Hypothesis 4 (H4). Older teachers (who move and leave) will be more likely than
younger teachers (who move and leave) to have professional values that are in contrast
with teacher accountability reform. Older teachers will be more likely to leave the
profession as a result of those professional values than move schools.
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Analytic Techniques Used to Test Research Questions and Hypotheses
To test the four research questions, I used two analytic techniques: 1) exploratory
principal components analysis (PCA); and 2) Cattell’s salient similarity index (s) or
Pearson r.
Before conducting the principal component analyses, I ran the Kaiser-MeierOlkin (KMO) test. The KMO is an index for comparing the magnitudes of the observed
correlation coefficients to the magnitudes of the partial correlation coefficients and is a
test used to predict if data will factor well (Garson, 2013). Large values for the KMO
measure indicate that a factor analysis of the variables is a good idea. One needs at least
an overall KMO coefficient of .6 or higher to assume that data will factor well. The KMO
result for my sample was: .918 for the “leave” variables and .916 for the “move”
variables, thereby indicating it is safe to proceed with the principal components analysis.
I also conducted the Bartlett’s test of sphericity– significance on this test means there is
at least minimal adequate correlation among variables to justify proceeding with factor
analysis. Bartlett’s test of sphericity for the “leave” and “move” variables in my sample
was significant at .000.
Exploratory principal components analysis. Exploratory principal components
analysis (PCA) allowed me to analyze a subset of survey questions from the 2008-2009
TFS to see if teachers’ responses about why they moved schools or left teaching group in
such a way as to point to what they consider professional values of being a teacher—
aspects of teaching that they value and were not experiencing (or did not perceive they
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were experiencing). I was then able to use the results of the PCA to discern the extent to
which current and former teachers’ professional values align with aspects of teacher
accountability as well as the extent to which their professional values vary by gender and
age.
PCA is a variable reduction technique and appropriate when one has measures on
a number of observed variables and wishes to develop a smaller number of artificial
variables (called components) that will account for most of the variance in the observed
variables (Fabrigar et al., 1999; O’Rourke & Hatcher, 2013). PCA is the most often used
form of factor analysis and is appropriate for most social science research purposes
(Garson, 2013). It is important to note that I chose to use principal components analysis
rather than factor analysis. The techniques are actually quite similar and produce
similarly substantive results (Wilkinson, Blank, & Gruber, 1996); however, the
interpretation of factor analysis allows the researcher to discuss the factors as indicators
of latent (unobservable dispositions) while I will only be able to talk about the final
components as a set of variables about a common theme reflected in the observable.
Exploratory, rather than confirmatory, PCA was appropriate for my research because I
did not posit in advance the number of components that would emerge (Garson, 2013).
The items from the current and former Teacher Follow-up Surveys that were
selected for principal components analysis are outlined below in Table 7. As previously
described, I chose 18 questions from the TFS of current teachers who are “movers” and
19 questions from the TFS of former teachers who are “leavers.” Because my research
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questions and hypotheses suggest that aspects of the teacher accountability movement are
differentially impacting teachers’ career decisions, many of the survey questions I chose
from the TFS reflect the ways in which the accountability movement may be affecting
teachers’ day to day lives—those aspects of federal and state policy focused on teachers
that have likely had the most success impacting local conditions (Sykes & Dibner, 2009).
For example, many of the survey questions I chose focus on teachers’ experiences in
classrooms and schools related to their influence over school policy and autonomy in the
classroom; hierarchical structures in schools; teachers’ administrative duties; and real and
perceived pressures for the students to perform well on assessments. These aspects of
teachers’ work have been directly influenced by teacher accountability mechanisms
primarily tied to No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and Race to the Top (RTTT). It is these
questions, or the components resulting from the grouping of some of these questions,
which I hypothesize will represent respondents’ professional values and that these
professional values will vary by group.

Table 7. Selected Survey Questions from 2008-2009 Current and Former TFS for Principal Component Analysis (PCA)



Survey Items from 2008-2009 TFS for “Current Teachers”

Survey Questions from 2008-2009 TFS for “Former Teachers”

(“Movers”) – Potential Reasons for Moving Schools*

(“Leavers”) – Potential Reasons for Leaving Profession**

Assignment and credential factors:



o Dissatisfied with changes in job description or

o Dissatisfied with changes in job description or

responsibilities

responsibilities

o Dissatisfied with grade level or subject area


Salary and other job benefits:

Assignment and credential factors:

o Dissatisfied with grade level or subject area


o Wanted a higher standard of living

Salary and other job benefits:
o Wanted a higher standard of living



Other career factors (only asked of those who left the job of
teaching):
o Dissatisfied with opportunities for professional
development at last year’s school***
o Dissatisfied with teaching as a career

58

Table 7 (cont’d). Selected Survey Questions from 2008-2009 Current and Former TFS for Principal Component Analysis (PCA)



Survey Items from 2008-2009 TFS for “Current Teachers”

Survey Questions from 2008-2009 TFS for “Former Teachers”

(“Movers”) – Potential Reasons for Moving Schools*

(“Leavers”) – Potential Reasons for Leaving Profession**

Classroom factors:
o Because did not have enough autonomy over my
classroom



Classroom factors:
o Because did not have enough autonomy over my
classroom

o Dissatisfied with large numbers of students

o Dissatisfied with large numbers of students

o Did not feel prepared to mainstream special needs

o Did not feel prepared to mainstream special needs

students in my regular classes
o Felt that there were too many intrusions on my
teaching time

students in my regular classes
o Felt that there were too many intrusions on my
teaching time
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Table 7 (cont’d). Selected Survey Questions from 2008-2009 Current and Former TFS for Principal Component Analysis (PCA)



Survey Items from 2008-2009 TFS for “Current Teachers”

Survey Questions from 2008-2009 TFS for “Former Teachers”

(“Movers”) – Potential Reasons for Moving Schools*

(“Leavers”) – Potential Reasons for Leaving Profession**

School factors:
o Dissatisfied with opportunities for professional
development at last year’s school



School factors:
o Dissatisfied with workplace conditions
o Student discipline problems

o Dissatisfied with workplace conditions

o Dissatisfied with administrators

o Student discipline problems

o Dissatisfied with lack of support

o Dissatisfied with administrators

o Dissatisfied with lack of influence I had over school

o Dissatisfied with lack of support

policies and practices

o Dissatisfied with lack of influence I had over school
policies and practices
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Table 7 (cont’d). Selected Survey Questions from 2008-2009 Current and Former TFS for Principal Component Analysis (PCA)



Survey Items from 2008-2009 TFS for “Current Teachers”

Survey Questions from 2008-2009 TFS for “Former Teachers”

(“Movers”) – Potential Reasons for Moving Schools*

(“Leavers”) – Potential Reasons for Leaving Profession**

Student performance factors
o Dissatisfied with how student assessments and school



Student performance factors
o Dissatisfied with how student assessments and school

accountability measures impacted my teaching.

accountability measures impacted my teaching.

o Dissatisfied with having my compensation, benefits,

o Dissatisfied with having my compensation, benefits,

or rewards tied to student performance
o Dissatisfied with support for preparing my students
for assessments
o Dissatisfied with influence assessments had on
curriculum
o Dissatisfied with other aspects of accountability

or rewards tied to student performance
o Dissatisfied with support for preparing my students
for assessments
o Dissatisfied with influence assessments had on
curriculum
o Dissatisfied with other aspects of accountability

**Respondents were to enter the “level of importance” (not at all important, slightly important, somewhat important, very important, extremely important) each
survey item played in a decision to change schools or to leave the K-12 teaching profession entirely.
***The “dissatisfaction with opportunities for professional development at last year’s school” variable can be found under “school factors” for the movers.
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Respondents had five response category options for each of the questions in the
above table (level of importance in teacher’s decision to move schools or leave
profession): 1) Not at all important; 2) Slightly important; 3) Somewhat important; 4)
Very important; and 5) Extremely important. Using the above survey items, I conducted
three main exploratory principal component analyses (aligned to the research questions
and hypotheses):
1) Principal component analysis on the 18 “move” variables compared to principal
component analysis on the 19 “leave” variables (Research questions 1 and 2:
Identifying and comparing the professional values of movers in relation to teacher
accountability with the professional values of leavers in relation to teacher
accountability).
2) Principal component analysis on the 18 “move” variables by gender and principal
component analysis on the 19 “leave” variables by gender (Research question 3:
Comparing the professional values of men movers to women movers in relation to
teacher accountability as well as comparing the professional values of men
leavers to women leavers in relation to teacher accountability).
3) Principal component analysis on the 18 “move” variables by age and principal
component analysis on the 19 “leave” variables by age (Research question 3:
Comparing the professional values in relation to teacher accountability of movers
and leavers by age).
For each principal component analysis process, I carried out the following three
steps (O’Rourke & Hatcher, 2013):
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1. Data Extraction: Using SPSS software, I indicated the variables for data
extraction and the software calculated a set of “loadings” for those variables,
which are the correlation between the original variable (item) and a component.
Loadings yield theoretical variances and covariances and are the key to
interpreting or understanding the meaning of the components (Goodwin &
Goodwin, 1999).
2. Rotation: In SPSS, one must identify a rotation method during the data extraction
process. Rotation serves to make the output more understandable and is usually
necessary to facilitate the interpretation of components. Rotating the loadings
allows one to arrive at another set of loadings that still yield theoretically based
variances and covariances, but ones that are more consistent with prior
expectations or that are more easily interpreted (Tryfos, 1998). Alternative
rotations may explain the same variance but have different loadings, and since
loadings are used to discover the meaning of components, different meanings may
be ascribed to the components depending on the rotation. I chose to use
VARIMAX rotation on all principal component analyses. VARIMAX is the most
common rotation option and aims to allow the researcher to make interpretations
about the components that emerge (Garson, 2013).
3. Decide on the Number and Interpretation of Components: Principal
components analysis generates a table in which the rows are the observed raw
indicator variables and the columns are the components which explain as much of
the variance in these variables as possible. The cells in the table are loadings, and
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the meaning of the components must be induced from seeing which variables are
most heavily loaded on which components (Garson, 2013). Determining the
number of components and the interpretation of those components requires a
blend of objectivity and subjectivity and is the most important decision in
principal components analysis, particularly if the procedure is exploratory rather
than confirmatory (Goodwin & Goodwin, 1999). For each PCA process, I used
four guiding principles to make decisions about how many and which components
to retain as well as which variables would comprise a component (Garson, 2013;
O’Rourke & Hatcher, 2013).
a. Include components with an eigen-value of one or greater. The
rationale for keeping components with an eigen-value of one or greater is
that these components are accounting for a greater amount of variance
than had been contributed by any one variable. Since the purpose of
principal component analysis is to reduce a number of observed variables
into a relatively smaller number of components it does not make sense to
retain components that account for less variance than had been contributed
by individual variables. Therefore, I tried to only retain components with
an eigen-value of one or greater.
b. Examine the scree test. The scree test (Cattell, 1966) is a plot of the
eigen-values associated with each component. Scree plots provide a visual
representation of the “break” between the components with relatively
large eigen-values and those with small eigen-values. The components that
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appear before the break are assumed to be meaningful and are retained and
the components after the break are assumed to be unimportant and are not
retained. I only included components that appeared meaningful on the
scree test—those that plotted before the break.
c. Consider the proportion of variance accounted for. I aimed to include
the components in each model that permitted the cumulative percent of
variance accounted for to be at least 70%; however, in a few instances I
was not able to reach the 70% threshold and had to decrease the
expectation of the cumulative percent of variance accounted for by a
particular set of components.
d. Examine the interpretability of the component. I considered
“interpretation” as the most important step in the process of determining
the components. For each potential component I deliberated on whether
there was substantive meaning to its retention. To help make decisions
about interpretability, I considered four rules: 1) a component should have
at least three variables (items) with significant loadings; 2) variables that
loaded on a given component should share the same conceptual meaning;
3) the meaning of each component should be distinct from the other
components; and 4) variables must only have high loadings on one
component and components must have relatively high loadings for
included variables and low loadings for the remaining variables (i.e.
simple structure). In general, I considered a “high” loading to be .6 (or
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higher) and a “low” loading to be .4 (or lower) (Hair, Anderson, Tatham,
& Black, 1998; Stevens, 1986).
Cattell’s Salient Similarity Index (s) and Pearsons r. These analytic techniques
allowed me to examine patterns of solutions in the principal component analysis and
make group comparisons between “movers” and “leavers” as well as movers and leavers
by gender and age. For example, Cattell, Balcar, Horn, and Nesselroade (1969) provide
tables to convert s to an approximate significance level, P, for testing the null hypothesis
that two factors being compared (one from population 1, one from population 2) are not
related to one another. Sometimes Cattell’s is not an appropriate technique (e.g., if there
are not enough salient variables in the model). In this case, I used a Pearson r to compare
a factor in one group with a factor in a second group by correlating the loadings on the
factor in Group 1 with the loadings on the maybe similar factor in Group 2. The Pearson r
can detect not only differences in two factors’ patterns of loadings, but also differences in
the relative magnitudes of those loadings (Wuensch, 2012).

CHAPTER FOUR
DESCRIPTIVES
Before presenting findings for each of the research questions, I introduce in this
chapter descriptive information about the teachers included in the final sample adjusted
for design effects. As described in the previous chapter, the final sample includes 1,210
teachers—590 movers and 620 leavers1. The final sample adjusted for design effects is a
more accurate version of the population for which I am trying to provide inferences;
therefore, the descriptives in this chapter as well as all remaining analyses focus only on
those 1,210 teachers. Table 8 below provides general demographic information for the
mover and leaver teachers in the final sample.

1

Numbers rounded to the nearest ten.
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Table 8. General Demographic Information for Movers and Leavers in the Final
Sample—Number2 and Percent of Full Sample (In Parentheses)3
Movers

Leavers

Total

Men

140 (11.6%)

120 (9.9%)

260 (21.5%)

Women

450 (37.2%)

500 (41.3%)

950 (78.5%)

White

450 (37.2%)

510 (42.1%)

960 (79.3%)

Black

60 (5.0%)

50 (4.1%)

110 (9.1%)

Hispanic

60 (5.0%)

30 (2.5%)

90 (7.4%)

Asian

10 (0.8%)

10 (0.8%)

20 (1.7%)

Other

10 (0.8%)

20 (1.7%)

30 (2.5%)

Gen Y (20-32)

240 (19.8%)

220 (18.2%)

460 (38.0%)

Non-Gen Y (33-70)

350 (28.9%)

400 (33.1%)

750 (62.0%)

Gender

Race/Ethnicity

Age

Table 8 above reveals that the majority of the sample is comprised of women
teachers (78.5%) and teachers who are white (79.3%). This is reflective of the overall
teaching profession across the country. As discussed in Chapter 2 (“Literature Review
and Theoretical Background”), teacher age is an important predictor of teacher attrition.
Furthermore, recent research suggests that there may be variation in the professional
2

Numbers rounded to the nearest ten.

3

Percentages based on rounded numbers.

69
values of teachers by age and more specifically, by generation. In that case, I chose to
code the age variable with two categories—Gen Y (teachers who were aged 20-32 in
2008-2009 at the time of the TFS) and non-Gen Y (teachers who were aged 33-70 in
2008-2009 at the time of the TFS) (Behrstock & Clifford, 2009; Coggshall et al, 2010). In
terms of age, there are more non-Gen Y teachers (62%) than Gen Y teachers (38%). Last,
across movers and leavers, the distribution seems to be fairly even with only one
potentially notable difference in demographic characteristics between the two overall
groups—the Hispanic mover group is twice as big as the Hispanic leaver group.
Table 9 below examines further characteristics by the mover and leaver groups—
number of years of teaching experience, the urbanicity of the school the teacher taught in
during the 2007-2008 SASS survey administration, and whether or not the school that the
teacher taught in during 2006-2007 had achieved Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). As
described in previous chapters, these variables may have interesting implications for
teacher attrition. For example, teaching experience is one of the best predictors of teacher
attrition—new and experienced teachers at either end of the experience spectrum tend to
be the ones most likely to leave teaching. Also, there are often interesting variations in
teacher attrition patterns based on the size of the school or district. Teachers from urban
and suburban areas are more likely to leave the profession whereas teachers from small
schools tend to migrate between schools. Last, literature shows that teachers are more
likely to leave or move from schools that have low-performing student populations—
these schools would be identified by whether or not they met the Adequate Yearly
Progress (AYP) designation. AYP is a federal designation that is intended to reflect
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overall school performance based on student standardized test scores. The data for this
AYP variable is reflective of school performance in 2006-2007, one year before the
administration of the SASS survey and two years prior to the administration of the TFS.
Given these trends, it is important to have a sense of the teaching experience of the
sample as well as some of the characteristics of the schools where they taught prior to the
Teacher Follow-up Survey (TFS).
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Table 9. Years of Teaching Experience, Urbanicity of School, and School AYP Status
for Movers and Leavers in the Final Sample—Number4 and Percent5 of Full Sample (In
Parentheses)
Movers

Leavers

Total

1-5 Years

210 (17.4%)

240 (19.7%)

450 (37.2%)

6-10 Years

140 (11.6%)

180 (15.0%)

320 (26.4%)

11-15 Years

80 (6.6%)

60 (4.6%)

140 (11.6%)

16-20 Years

40 (3.3%)

50 (3.8%)

90 (7.4%)

21-25 Years

40 (3.3%)

20 (2.1%)

60 (5.0%)

26-30 Years

40 (3.3%)

20 (2.1%)

60 (5.0%)

More than 30 Years

40 (3.3%)

50 (3.9%)

90 (7.4%)

590 (48.8%)

620 (51.2%)

1210 (100%)

Number Years
Teaching
Experience (as of
2008-2009)

of Teaching
Experience
Total

4

Numbers rounded to the nearest ten.

5

Percentages based on rounded numbers.
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Table 9 (cont’d). Years of Teaching Experience, Urbanicity of School, and School AYP
Status for Movers and Leavers in the Final Sample—Number6 and Percent7 of Full
Sample (In Parentheses)
Movers

Leavers

Total

City

180 (14.9 %)

200 (16.5%)

380 (31.4%)

Suburb

180 (14.9%)

230 (19.0%)

410 (33.9%)

Town

80 (6.6%)

60 (5.0%)

140 (11.6%)

Rural

150 (12.4%)

130 (10.7%)

280 (23.1%)

Total

590 (48.8%)

620 (51.2%)

1210 (100%)

Yes

290 (35.9%)

270 (33.4%)

560 (69.1%)

No

100 (12.3%)

150 (18.2%)

250 (30.9%)

Total*

390 (48.1%)

420 (51.9%)

810 (100%)

Urbanicity of SASS
School

AYP in 2006-2007

*There are 400 missing cases for the AYP variable.

Table 9 reveals that of the age categories, the highest percentage of the teachers in
the sample is new teachers, with 1 - 5 years of teaching experience (37.2%). In fact, more
than half of the teachers in the sample have 10 years of experience or less (63.6%). Also,
as of 2007-2008 (the year SASS was administered and prior to all teachers in the sample
deciding to move schools or leave the profession), more than half of the teachers in the
6

Numbers rounded to the nearest ten.

7

Percentages based on rounded numbers.
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sample were teaching in either city schools or suburban schools (65.3%). The remaining
teachers (34.7%) were teaching in schools located in “towns” or in rural areas. Last,
Table 9 shows that of the teachers in the sample, the majority were teaching in schools in
2006-2007 that had achieved the federal AYP status. Still, nearly 31% of the teachers in
the sample were teaching just two years prior (and likely in 2007-2008 as well) in schools
that likely had high numbers of students who did not perform well on state standardized
tests.
Because part of the sample that was analyzed for this research consists of teachers
who have left the teaching profession entirely, I include below a table describing the
occupational status of the leavers as of 2008-2009. The movers (N = 590) are all still
teaching in a K-12 classroom but in a different school from where they were teaching in
2007-2008. However, if the leaver teachers in the sample are no longer teaching in the
school where they taught in 2007-2008 and they have left the K-12 teaching profession as
a full-time classroom teacher, where are they now? Table 10 below shows the
occupational status of the 620 leaver teachers as of the 2008-2009 TFS.

74
Table 10. Occupational Status of Leaver Teachers as of 2008-2009—Number8 and
Percent9 of Overall Leaver Group (In Parentheses)
Occupational status
Working for a school or school district in a position in the

210 (33.9%)

field of K–12 education, but not as a full-time K–12
classroom teacher
Working in a position in the field of pre-K or postsecondary

20 (3.2%)

education
Working in an occupation outside the field of education,

90 (14.5%)

including military service
Student at a college or university

50 (8.1%)

Caring for family members

70 (11.3%)

Retired

20 (3.2%)

Unemployed and seeking work

30 (4.8%)

Other

130 (21.0%)

Total

620 (100%)

Table 10 above illustrates that the most common occupational status in 2008-2009
of the leaver teachers was to be working for a school or school district in a position in the
field of K-12 education, but not as a K-12 classroom teacher. Recall from Chapter 3
(“Data, Research Questions and Hypotheses, and Methods”) that I chose to keep these
8

Numbers rounded to the nearest ten.

9

Percentages based on rounded numbers.
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teachers in the sample despite the fact that they are still in the K-12 education field
because it is possible that these teachers chose to leave an actual K-12 teaching position
because of accountability pressures that impacted their day-to-day lives, and I wanted to
account for these individuals’ professional values in later analyses. The next most
common occupational status for the leaver teachers is “other” (21.0%) and working in an
occupation outside of the field of education, including military service (14.5%). I also ran
cross-tabulations on the occupational status of the leaver teachers with what they cited as
the most important reason for leaving the profession – the results more or less support the
table above. For example, most of the leaver teachers who mentioned that their current
occupational status is working in education but not as a K-12 teacher, suggested that the
most important reason they left teaching was to “pursue a position other than a K-12
teacher.” Furthermore, many of the leaver teachers who cited that their current
occupational status is “family care” cited that the number one reason they left teaching
was to care for a child. The retired teachers that are included in this group (and therefore
retained for the sample) are those who received an incentive to retire teaching but also
mentioned in the TFS that they would have left the profession even if they had not been
offered the incentive to do so. Recall from Chapter 3 (“Data, Research Questions and
Hypotheses, and Methods”) that retirees who did not say this were removed from the
sample.
I now turn to descriptive statistics that illustrate the most important reason
respondents identified for leaving the profession or for changing schools. Respondents
were able to indicate the one most important reason for their career decision from among
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many options (of which the “leave” and “move” variables that are later used for principal
components analysis are included). Notice that this is a different variable than what was
used for the PCA—recall from Chapter 3 (“Data, Research Questions and Hypotheses,
and Methods”) that for the PCA, I concentrated on a variety of questions and Likert-scale
response options that allowed respondents to indicate the level of importance the issue
represented in each of the questions played in their decision to leave the profession or
change schools.
Figure 1 below illustrates the percentage of leavers who identified one of fourteen
different reasons as the most important to their decision to leave the teaching profession
between 2007-2008 and 2008-2009 (I deleted missing data from this overall response as
well as response categories with ten or fewer respondents, resulting in data for 54010
respondents11).

10

11

Number rounded to the nearest ten.

Variables citing the most important reason for leaving the teaching profession that were deleted from this
descriptive analysis due to having ten or fewer respondents, include: “because I have not taken or could not
pass the required tests,” “because I was being involuntarily transferred and did not want the offered
assignment,” “because I was dissatisfied with changes in my job description or responsibilities at last year’s
school,” “because I was dissatisfied with the grade level or subject area I taught at last year’s school,”
“because I needed better benefits than I received at last year’s school,” “because I wanted a higher standard
of living than my salary provided,” “because I was concerned about my job security at last year’s school,”
“because I decided to take courses to improve career opportunities OUTSIDE the field of education,”
“because I was dissatisfied with teaching as a career,” “because I did not have enough autonomy over my
classroom at last year’s school,” “because I was dissatisfied with the large number of students I taught at
last year’s school,” “because I did not feel prepared to mainstream special needs (e.g. disabled) students in
my regular classes at last year’s school,” “because I felt that there were too many intrusions on my teaching
time (i.e. time spent with students” at last year’s school,” “because I was dissatisfied with how student
assessments and school accountability measures impacted my teaching at last year’s school,” “because I
was dissatisfied with the support I received for preparing my students for student assessments at last year’s
school,” and “because I was dissatisfied with other aspects of accountability measures at last year’s
school.” Two variables citing the most important reason for leaving the teaching profession were deleted
because they did not have data. They include: “because I was dissatisfied with opportunities for
professional development at last year’s school” and “because I was dissatisfied with having some of my
compensation, benefits, or rewards tied to the performance of my students at last year’s school.”

Figure 1. Most Important Reasons for Leaving Teaching Profession (Among Valid Responses)
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Figure 1 above illustrates that of the leaver teachers who answered one of 14
reasons as most important to their decision to leave the teaching profession, the top three
responses were: 1) deciding to pursue a profession other than a K-12 teacher (19%); 2)
pregnant or needed time to raise child(ren) (16%); and 3) change in residence or wanted
job closer to home (12%).
Figure 2 below illustrates the percentage of movers who identified one of eight
different reasons as the most important to their decision to change schools between 20072008 and 2008-2009 (I deleted the missing data from this overall response as well as
response categories with ten or fewer respondents, resulting in data for 51012
respondents13).

12

13

Number rounded to the nearest ten.

Variables citing the most important reason for changing schools that were deleted from this descriptive
analysis due to having ten or fewer respondents, include: “because my health or the health of a loved one
required that I change schools,” “because I have not taken or could not pass the required tests,” “because I
was dissatisfied with changes in my job description or responsibilities at last year’s school,” “because I
needed better benefits than I received at last year’s school,” “because I wanted a higher standard of living
than my salary provided,” “because I was concerned about my job security at last year’s school,” “because
I did not have enough autonomy over my classroom at last year’s school,” “because I was dissatisfied with
the large number of students I taught at last year’s school,” “because I felt that there were too many
intrusions on my teaching time (i.e. time spent with students” at last year’s school,” “because I was
dissatisfied with opportunities for professional development at last year’s school,” “because I was
dissatisfied with workplace conditions,” “because I was dissatisfied with the lack of influence I had over
school policies and practices at last year’s school,” “because I was dissatisfied with how student
assessments and school accountability measures impacted my teaching at last year’s school,” “because I
was dissatisfied with the influence student assessments had on the curriculum at last year’s school,” and
“because I was dissatisfied with other aspects of accountability measures at last year’s school.” Three
variables citing the most important reason for changing schools were deleted because they did not have
data. They include: “because did not feel prepared to mainstream special needs students in my regular
classes at last year’s school,” “because I was dissatisfied with having some of my compensation, benefits,
or rewards tied to the performance of my students at last year’s school,” and “because I was dissatisfied
with the support I received for preparing my students for student assessments at last year’s school.”

Figure 2. Most Important Reasons for Moving Schools (Among Valid Responses)
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Figure 2 above illustrates that of the mover teachers who answered one of 8
reasons as most important to their decision to change schools, the top three responses
were: 1) other (38%); 2) had a change in residence or wanted to work in a school more
convenient to home (34%); and 3) dissatisfaction with administrator (9%).
A comparison between Figures 1 and 2 shows that there is a wider range of valid
response categories for those leaving the profession than for those who changed schools.
Both leavers and movers cited several “practical” reasons (e.g. family, residence, health,
improve career) as the most important to their decision; however, leavers cited more
reasons related to dissatisfaction with school and classroom conditions (e.g. inadequate
salary, dissatisfaction with administrator, dissatisfaction with lack of influence, student
discipline, workplace conditions, and dissatisfaction with influence of assessments) as
most important to their decision than did movers.
The remainder of this descriptives chapter conveys bivariate information about
why respondents decided to move schools or leave the profession (the most important
reason) by several other key variables, including: gender, age, the urbanicity of the
respondents’ schools in 2007-2008, and if the respondents’ schools had made AYP status
in 2006-2007. These bivariate tables allow for an analysis of trends of the most important
reasons for moving schools and leaving the profession within certain groups. I include a
bivariate analysis of the most important reason for leaving the profession and changing
schools by gender and by age because these variables are later the subject of the research
question analyses and hypothesis testing via principal components analysis (PCA).
Urbanicity of the respondents’ schools in 2007-2008 and AYP status as of 2006-2007 are
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included in the bivariate analyses below because they have not yet been adequately
studied in relation to accountability; I use the bivariate analysis for an initial look into the
most important reasons these teachers changed schools and left the profession to see if
there are any indications that the reasons are associated with accountability.
I begin the bivariate descriptives section with two figures that illustrate the most
important reasons that leaver and mover teachers cited for making the decision to leave
the profession or change schools by gender. After deleting the missing data for the leaver
and mover groups by gender and removing response categories that had fewer than 5%
response rates for both groups (leaving data for 120 men leaver respondents, 130 men
mover respondents, 440 women leaver respondents, and 430 women mover
respondents)14, I report in Figures 3 and 4 below the nine most important reasons that
leaver teachers chose to leave the profession, by gender (Figure 3) as well as the five
most important reasons that the mover teachers cited for changing schools, by gender
(Figure 4). Figure 3 shows that men leaver teachers were most likely to cite “to pursue a
position other than a K-12 teacher” as the most important to their decision to leave
teaching (22% of men leaver teachers across all valid responses). Women leaver teachers,
on the other hand, were most likely to cite child care as the most important to their
decision to leave teaching (19%), followed closely by wanting to pursue a position other
than a K-12 teacher (17%). Interestingly, the percentage of men leaver teacher
respondents who cited salary and the desire to take courses to improve career
opportunities within education is three times higher than the women leaver teachers—

14

Numbers rounded to the nearest ten.

82
13% of men leaver teachers and 4% of women leaver teachers cited salary as the most
important reason for leaving while 12% of men and 3% of women teachers cited a desire
to take courses to improve career opportunities within education as the most important
reason they left teaching. This squared with research discussed earlier that suggests male,
minority, and young teachers are more responsive to salary increases (as a retention
factor) than their women, white, and older teacher counterparts (Gritz and Theobald
1996; Hanushek, Kain, and Rivkin 2004). Hanushek, Kain, and Rivkin’s (2004) study
showed that for women teachers, student characteristics are much more strongly related
to teacher transitions than salary differentials.
Figure 4 below illustrates the most important reasons for moving by gender. The
response categories mostly mirror the overall set of important reasons for moving
(reported in Figure 2), such as “other,” “change in residence,” and “dissatisfaction with
administrator.” There are no notable variations by gender in the responses focused on the
most important reason for moving schools.

Figure 3. Most Important Reasons for Leaving by Gender (Among Valid Responses)
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Figure 4. Most Important Reasons for Moving by Gender (Among Valid Responses)
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Figures 5 and 6 below illustrate the percentage of mover and leaver teachers by
age (Gen Y teachers are 20-32 years old and non-Gen Y teachers are 33-70 years old)
that cited one of the valid reasons as the most important to their decision to leave the
profession or change schools. After deleting the missing data for the leaver and mover
groups by age and removing response categories that had fewer than 5% response rates
for both groups (leaving data for 190 Gen Y leaver respondents, 360 non-Gen Y leaver
respondents, 230 Gen Y mover respondents, and 330 non-Gen Y mover respondents)15, I
report in Figures 5 and 6 below the ten most important reasons that leaver teachers chose
to leave the profession by age (Figure 5) as well as the five most important reasons that
the mover teachers cited for changing schools by age (Figure 6).
Specifically, Figure 5 reveals that Gen Y teachers were most likely to cite
childcare (19%) and interest in pursuing a position other than a K-12 teacher (20%) as the
most important reasons for their decision to leave teaching. Non-Gen Y teachers were
most likely to cite childcare (13%), retirement (13%), and a desire to pursue a position
other than a K-12 teacher (17%) as the most important reasons they chose to leave the
teaching profession. Figure 6 illustrates the most important reasons that teachers cited for
changing schools between 2007-2008 and 2008-2009, by age. Both groups’ most
important reasons for moving were a change in residence and “other.” The Gen Y
teachers (younger teachers) were more likely than non-Gen Y teachers to say that they
changed schools because of a lack of overall support at the school they were in during
2007-2008. Non-Gen Y teachers (older teachers), on the other hand, were more likely

15

Numbers rounded to the nearest ten.
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than Gen Y teachers to say that dissatisfaction specifically with the administrator was the
most important reason for their decision to change schools. As reflected in the overall
trends for the most important reasons for moving and leaving, there are far more valid
reasons cited by leaver teachers by age than by mover teachers by age.

Figure 5. Most Important Reasons for Leaving by Age (Among Valid Responses)
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Figure 6. Most Important Reasons for Moving by Age (Among Valid Responses)
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Figures 7 and 8 below demonstrate the percentage of mover and leaver teachers
that cited one of the valid reasons as the most important in their decision to leave the
profession or change schools by whether or not the respondents’ schools had achieved
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) status in 2006-2007. Research shows that teachers are
more likely to leave schools with low performing students than they are schools with
non-low performing schools. After deleting the missing data for the leaver and mover
groups by AYP status and removing response categories that had fewer than 5% response
rates for both groups (leaving data for 240 leavers whose schools did achieve AYP, 120
leavers whose schools did not achieve AYP, 270 movers whose schools did achieve
AYP, and 100 movers whose schools did not achieve AYP)16, I report in Figure 7 below
the eleven most important reasons that leaver teachers chose to leave the profession by
AYP status as well as the six most important reasons that the mover teachers cited for
changing schools by AYP status (Figure 8).
Among leaver teachers who were in schools that made AYP in 2006-2007 (Figure
7), the most important reasons they cited for leaving the profession were: to pursue a
position other than a K-13 teacher (15%), to retire (14%), or for childcare reasons (14%).
Despite the varying experiences in schools that did not make AYP status in 2006-2007,
leaver teachers from these schools similarly cited pursuit of a position other than K-12
teacher (21%), childcare (18%), and health (13%) as the most important reasons for why
they left the teaching profession. As displayed in Figure 8 below, there do not appear to
be any strong differences in the most important reasons cited for moving schools between

16

Numbers rounded to the nearest ten.
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those teachers who were in schools that did and did not make AYP in 2006-2007. Across
movers and leavers, student discipline issues were more commonly cited as the strongest
reason to move schools and leave the profession for those who were in schools that did
not make AYP than those in schools that did make AYP.

Figure 7. Most Important Reasons for Leaving by AYP Status (Among Valid Responses)
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Figure 8. Most Important Reasons for Moving by AYP Status (Among Valid Responses)
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Figures 9 and 10 below demonstrate the percentage of mover and leaver teachers
that cited one of the valid reasons as the most important in their decision to leave the
profession or change schools by the urbanicity of the school where they taught in 20072008 (i.e. city, suburb, town, and rural). After deleting the missing data for the leaver and
mover groups by urbanicity of school and removing response categories that had fewer
than 5% response rates for both groups (leaving data for 200 city leaver, 200 suburb
leaver, 50 town leaver, 110 rural leaver, 170 city mover, 180 suburb mover, 70 town
mover, and 150 rural mover respondents)17, I report in Figure 9 below the eleven most
important reasons that leaver teachers chose to leave the profession by school urbanicity
as well as in Figure 10, the six most important reasons that the mover teachers cited for
changing schools by school urbanicity. Across the four subgroups of leaver teachers,
those who taught in schools in cities and suburbs were most likely to cite pursuing a
position other than a K-12 teacher as the most important reason for leaving the
profession; those who taught in towns were most likely to cite childcare as the most
important reason for leaving the profession; and those who taught in rural schools were
most likely to cite a change in residence as the most important reason for leaving the
teaching profession. Other notable findings for the leaver teachers by school urbanicity
are: 1) teachers who taught in rural areas appear to be more likely to have cited a lack of
influence at their school as the most important reason for leaving teaching than were
teachers from the other three area-types (i.e. cities, towns, and suburbs); and 2) those in
rural areas seem much less likely than those in the other area-types to have cited pursuing

17

Numbers rounded to the nearest ten.
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a position other than a K-12 teacher as the most important to their decision to leave the
profession (this is likely because they do not have many other options). Figure 10
illustrates that among the mover teachers by urbanicity, there does not appear to be any
significant variation across the groups on any of the meaningful response categories.

Figure 9. Most Important Reasons for Leaving by Urbanicity of School (Among Valid Responses)
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Figure 10. Most Important Reason for Moving by Urbanicity of School (Among Valid Responses)
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In summary, when asked to cite the most important reason for leaving the
profession or changing schools, respondents generally seem to cite similar reasons across
sub-groups (gender, age, AYP status, and school urbanicity). These reasons include
practical issues such as health, retirement, childcare, and moving as well as negative
experiences with schools, such as dissatisfaction with administrators and dissatisfaction
with a lack of overall support. I noted above some minor differences across the subgroups in terms of the most important reasons for leaving or moving; for example,
student discipline emerges as an important reason for moving and leaving only when I
examine the sample by school AYP status in 2006-2007.
The descriptive statistics in this chapter lay the groundwork for later, more
nuanced analyses focused on reasons for moving schools or leaving the profession. The
figures in this chapter provide a variety of important points of one-dimensional
information on the overall sample as well as sub-groups included within the sample.
However, in order to measure the research questions identified in this study, I needed to
examine more than just the most important reason respondents identified for moving
schools and leaving the profession. Therefore, in the remaining chapters I analyze all of
the reasons (not just the most important reason) cited by respondents for moving schools
or leaving the profession, how strong each reason factored into the respondents’
decisions, and the extent to which some reasons group together in meaningful ways to
suggest mover and leaver teachers’ overall professional values and the relationship of
those professional values to the accountability movement. To do this, the next three
chapters utilize a Principal Components Analysis (PCA) technique using the 19 “leave”
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variables and the 18 “move” variables—both PCA and the “leave” and “move” variables
are discussed in Chapter 3 (“Data, Research Questions and Hypotheses, and Methods”).
To set up the following chapters that outline the PCA findings, Tables 11 and 12 below
reiterate the 19 “leave” and 18 “move” variables and descriptive statistics (i.e., mean and
standard deviation) on each one.

99
Table 11. Means and Standard Deviations for 19 “Leave” Variables (N = 620)

Standard
Variable*

Mean
Deviation

Dissatisfied with Changes in Job Description or

1.47

1.08

Dissatisfied with Grade Level or Subject Area

1.25

.78

Wanted a Higher Standard of Living

1.56

1.16

Dissatisfied with Opportunities for Professional

1.30

.86

Dissatisfied with Teaching as a Career

1.59

1.15

Did Not have Enough Autonomy Over My

1.40

.99

Dissatisfied with Large Numbers of Students

1.32

.87

Did Not Feel Prepared to Mainstream Special

1.28

.78

Too Many Intrusions on My Teaching Time

1.54

1.09

Dissatisfied with Workplace Conditions

1.56

1.13

Student Discipline Problems

1.59

1.14

Dissatisfied with Administrators

1.75

1.31

Dissatisfied with Lack of Support

1.73

1.27

Responsibilities

Development at Last Year’s School

Classroom

Needs Students in My Regular Classroom
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Table 11 (cont’d). Means and Standard Deviations for 19 “Leave” Variables (N = 620)

Standard
Variable*

Mean
Deviation

Dissatisfied with Lack of Influence I had over

1.56

1.15

1.67

1.18

1.25

.78

1.31

.85

1.56

1.13

1.46

1.07

School Policies and Practices
Dissatisfied with how Student Assessments and
School Accountability Measures Impacted My
Teaching
Dissatisfied with Having my Compensation,
Benefits, or Rewards Tied to Student
Performance
Dissatisfied with Support for Preparing my
Students for Assessments
Dissatisfied with Influence Assessments Had on
Curriculum
Dissatisfied with Other Aspects of
Accountability
*Respondents were to enter the “level of importance” (1=not at all important, 2=slightly important,
3=somewhat important, 4=very important, 5=extremely important) each survey item played in a decision to
change schools or to leave the K-12 teaching profession entirely.
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Table 12. Means and Standard Deviations for 18 “Move” Variables (N = 59018)

Standard
Variable*

Mean
Deviation

Dissatisfied with Changes in Job Description or

1.45

1.09

Dissatisfied with Grade Level or Subject Area

1.41

1.07

Wanted a Higher Standard of Living

1.24

.78

Did Not have Enough Autonomy Over My

1.33

.90

Dissatisfied with Large Numbers of Students

1.27

.78

Did Not Feel Prepared to Mainstream Special

1.12

.55

Too Many Intrusions on My Teaching Time

1.47

1.03

Dissatisfied with Opportunities for Professional

1.31

.86

Dissatisfied with Workplace Conditions

1.62

1.17

Student Discipline Problems

1.67

1.24

Dissatisfied with Administrators

1.89

1.43

Dissatisfied with Lack of Support

1.89

1.46

Responsibilities

Classroom

Needs Students in My Regular Classroom

Development at Last Year’s School

18

Number rounded to the nearest ten.
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Table 12 (cont’d). Means and Standard Deviations for 18 “Move” Variables (N =
59019)

Standard
Variable*

Mean
Deviation

Dissatisfied with Lack of Influence I had over

1.59

1.15

1.46

1.06

1.14

.66

1.27

.79

1.35

.92

1.39

1.03

School Policies and Practices
Dissatisfied with how Student Assessments and
School Accountability Measures Impacted My
Teaching
Dissatisfied with Having my Compensation,
Benefits, or Rewards Tied to Student
Performance
Dissatisfied with Support for Preparing my
Students for Assessments
Dissatisfied with Influence Assessments Had on
Curriculum
Dissatisfied with Other Aspects of
Accountability
*Respondents were to enter the “level of importance” (1=not at all important, 2=slightly important,
3=somewhat important, 4=very important, 5=extremely important) each survey item played in a decision to
change schools or to leave the K-12 teaching profession entirely.

19

Number rounded to the nearest ten.
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Tables 11 and 12 above show that the average response category for all of the
“leave” and “move” variables was between “not at all important” and “slightly
important” as a reason to move schools or leave the profession (with standard deviations
ranging just above and below 1). This trend makes sense relative to the figures and
discussion previously presented in this chapter—respondents’ most important reasons for
making career decisions hinged on practical, life course reasons that were not part of the
“leave” and “move” variables. Nevertheless, there is some variation to point out in Tables
11 and 12. On average, the most important reason among the variables for movers and
leavers was dissatisfaction with administrators and a lack of support. The third highest
reason for leavers, on average, was a dissatisfaction with how student assessments and
accountability were impacting teaching while for movers it was student discipline
problems. The next chapters will unpack these findings by using PCA and analyzing
results by sub-groups.

CHAPTER FIVE
FINDINGS FOR RESEARCH QUESTIONS 1 AND 2: PROFESSIONAL VALUES
OF MOVER AND LEAVER TEACHERS
For the first two research questions in my study, I aimed to test whether teachers
who had moved schools or left the profession between 2007-2008 and 2008-2009 had
professional values that aligned with aspects of the teacher accountability movement or
reflected dissatisfaction with aspects of the teacher accountability movement.
Furthermore, I aimed to test whether the professional values of movers differed from the
professional values of leavers, particularly in relation to teacher accountability.
Specifically, research questions and hypotheses 1 and 2 are listed below:


Research Question 1: What are the professional values of teachers who are
“movers” and teachers who are “leavers”? Do the professional values of movers
and leavers reflect dissatisfaction with components of the teacher accountability
movement?



Hypothesis 1: For both movers and leavers, there will be one or more factors (i.e.
“professional values”) that reflect dissatisfaction with components of the teacher
accountability movement.



Research Question 2: Which group of teachers (movers or leavers) has
professional values that contradict more strongly with accountability reform?
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Hypothesis 2: The accountability component and the factor loadings within the
accountability component will be stronger for leaver teachers than mover
teachers.
To test these research questions and hypotheses I ran principal components

analysis (PCA) with varimax rotation on the 19 “leave” variables and the 18 “move”
variables (discussed in Chapter 3, “Data, Research Questions and Hypotheses, and
Methods”) to determine the professional values of the two groups—current teachers who
had moved schools and former teachers who had left the profession. Principal
components analysis in SPSS produces a table in which the loadings (cells) are the
correlation coefficients between the variables (rows) and the components (columns). The
loadings are the basis for deciding which variables to retain or drop, and for imputing a
label to the different components (Garson, 2013). Using the rules and guidelines outlined
in Chapter 3 (“Data, Research Questions and Hypotheses, and Methods”), I made several
decisions about which “leave” variables to drop and retain as well as which “move”
variables to drop and retain from the final PCA model. I also conducted a reliability
analysis (i.e., Cronbach’s Alpha) for the variables that comprise each component.
Cronbach’s Alpha tests how closely related a set of items are as a group (Cronbach,
1951). An alpha score of .70 or higher suggests that items have relatively high internal
consistency. Below is a discussion of the PCA findings for leavers and movers as well as
a comparison of the findings between leavers and movers.
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Leavers
The following variables were dropped in the process toward the final PCA model
for “leavers”: “wanting a higher standard of living”; “not feeling prepared to mainstream
special needs students”; “changes in job description”; “dissatisfaction with large number
of students in the classroom”; and “too many intrusions on my teaching time” as
important reasons for leaving the profession. The PCA on the “leave” variables resulted
in a structure with 14 variables and 3 components. Table 13 below illustrates the rotated
component matrix for “leavers.”
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Table 13. Rotated Component Matrix for “Leavers”
Component
School or
Organizational

Accountability (2)

Job Fit (3)

Issues (1)
Dissatisfied with grade level or subject area

.108

.175

.827

Dissatisfied with professional development

.672

.233

-.079

Dissatisfied with teaching as a career**

.450

.286

.601

Did not have enough autonomy over my

.682

.303

.209

Dissatisfied with workplace conditions

.698

.342

-.015

Discipline problems

.734

.283

.024

Dissatisfied with administrators

.812

.058

.320

Dissatisfied with lack of support

.829

.077

.349

Dissatisfied with lack of influence I had over

.727

.215

.305

.367

.770

.088

.024

.548

.462

.274

.695

.308

opportunities**

classroom

school policies and practices
Dissatisfied with how student assessments and
school accountability measures impacted my
teaching
Dissatisfied with having my compensation,
benefits, or rewards tied to student performance
Dissatisfied with support for preparing my
students for assessments
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Table 13 (cont’d). Rotated Component Matrix for “Leavers”
Component
School or
Organizational

Accountability (2)

Job Fit (3)

.153

.891

.096

Dissatisfied with other aspects of accountability

.437

.681

.199

Percent Variance Explained by Component in

31.8%

22.5%

12.7%

Issues (1)
Dissatisfied with influence assessments had on
curriculum

Overall Model
Note: High loadings for items retained on each component are in boldface.
**Only asked of the leaver teachers.

Component 1 for leavers reflects a group of respondents who were similarly likely
to have responded that: “dissatisfaction with professional development opportunities”;
“not having enough autonomy over one’s classroom”; “dissatisfaction with workplace
conditions”; “student discipline problems”; “dissatisfaction with administrators”;
“dissatisfaction with lack of support”; and “dissatisfaction with lack of influence over
school policies and practices” were extremely important reasons for leaving the
profession. I considered .6 as a “high” loading—all of the “school or organizational
issues” variables load highly on Component 1. The variables retained for Component 1
load clearly on this component—they do not have high loadings for either of the other
two components. Furthermore, these variables have a clear theoretical interpretation for
grouping under Component 1. Last, the Cronbach’s Alpha for this component is .897,
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suggesting high internal consistency across the variables that comprise the component. I
call Component 1 “school or organizational issues”—more so than other variables, the
group of leavers who were most likely to respond to variables under Component 1 as
important reasons for leaving the profession seem to value (and were not experiencing
during 2007-2008) aspects of the profession related to the environment of their
classrooms or schools, and not necessarily those aspects of their work that have been
impacted by accountability pressures. For example, issues related to discipline, support,
or school leadership have no direct connection to teacher accountability reform.
Component 2 for the leavers group reflects a group of respondents who were
similarly likely to have responded that: “dissatisfaction with how school assessments and
student accountability were impacting their teaching”; “dissatisfaction with
compensation, benefits, or rewards tied to student performance”; “dissatisfaction with
support for preparing students for assessments”; “dissatisfaction with the influence
assessments had on curriculum”; and “dissatisfaction with other aspects of
accountability” were important reasons for leaving the profession. I label Component 2
“accountability.” The principal components analysis results suggest a group of leavers
whose professional values related to the job of being a teacher do not align with aspects
of teacher accountability reform and they have therefore cited issues related to
accountability as reasons for leaving the profession. All of the variables except one
(“dissatisfaction with compensation, benefits, or rewards tied to student performance”)
loaded highly (greater than .6) and clearly (no high loadings on other components) on
Component 2. Despite the .548 loading for “dissatisfaction with compensation, benefits,
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or rewards tied to student performance,” I decided to keep this variable in the model
because it was clearly loaded on Component 2 and more importantly, because the
variable is theoretically important to the model. One major aspect of recent teacher
accountability reform, particularly since the launch of the 2009 Race to the Top
competition, is a strategy whereby many states and school districts use a variety of
measures to rate teachers’ “effectiveness” and then compensate or reward them based on
these ratings. This aspect of teacher accountability reform is one of the most controversial
and many have reported dissatisfaction or inherent problems with the approach. For
example, in a 2010 public opinion study of teachers’ perceptions of policy reform ideas,
less than 10% of respondents thought that tying teacher rewards to student performance
would be an effective way to improve overall teacher effectiveness (Coggshall, Ott, &
Lasagna, 2010b). I retained the variable in the model so it could help explain the variance
for the overall “accountability” component. The Cronbach’s Alpha for Component 2 is
.860, suggesting high internal consistency across the five variables that comprise the
component.
There are only two variables included in Component 3—“dissatisfaction with
grade level or subject area” and “dissatisfaction with teaching as a career.” I retained this
component because the loadings are high (greater than .6) and because the variables load
clearly on the component. I also retained this component because a theoretical
interpretation appears to emerge. The Cronbach’s Alpha for the two variables that make
up this component is .680, suggesting moderate internal consistency across the items in
the component. I call Component 3 “job fit.” Respondents who cited dissatisfaction with
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grade level or subject area as an important reason for leaving the profession were also
likely to cite dissatisfaction with teaching as a career. These respondents seem to have
left the profession as a result of a fundamental “job fit”—either they learned with
experience that they were dissatisfied with teaching as a career or with the grade level or
subject area they were teaching. The former certainly appears to be intuitive; in terms of
the latter, respondents may have considered their dissatisfaction with the grade or subject
they taught as a referendum on the profession altogether and left teaching because they
did not think the work would improve even if they taught a different grade level or
subject area.
In summary, principal component analysis on the leavers suggests that their
professional values reflect three general areas: school and organizational issues;
accountability; and job fit. Component 1 (“school or organizational issues”) indicates that
there is a clear group of people who leave the job of teaching because they mostly value a
satisfying work environment in their schools and classrooms, including supportive
administrators and positive working conditions. The variables with the highest loadings
on Component 1 are the “dissatisfied with administrators” and “dissatisfied with lack of
support” variables, indicating that school administration is the most important
professional value for this group of teachers. Furthermore, leaving the profession
suggests that these teachers do not think the school or organizational issues will improve
in a different school but rather these issues are an accepted part of the profession. On the
other hand, Component 2 (“accountability”) shows a clear group of teachers who leave
the job of teaching because their professional values strongly contradict aspects of
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teacher accountability, such as the impact of assessments on teaching and curriculum.
Perhaps these teachers could accept negative aspects of their work related to school or
organizational issues but it was the policy changes focused on accountability reform and
the impact these changes had on their day to day job that finally propelled them out of K12 teaching. These teachers most likely understand that these policy changes are static
and will impact all schools and classrooms, therefore playing into their decision to leave
rather than move schools.
The overall analysis for leavers partly responds to the first research question and
supports its hypothesis—that at least one component would emerge that reflects
dissatisfaction with accountability reform. Policy initiatives such as No Child Left
Behind (NCLB) and Race to the Top (RTTT) have had a steady impact on schools and
classrooms, as well as on teachers’ daily work, over the past ten years. The reform efforts
have impacted the frequency in which students are tested and the content on which they
are tested. More importantly, the reform efforts have had a direct effect on what teachers
teach, how they teach, and the benchmarks to which their students are held and by proxy,
to which they are held. It appears as though teacher accountability reform efforts are
positively associated with reasons for leaving the profession for some because these
reform efforts are not in alignment to what they want out of the job of teaching.
Movers
The following variables were dropped in the process toward the final PCA model
for “movers”: “too many intrusions on my teaching time”; “dissatisfaction with large
numbers of students in the classroom”; “not feeling prepared to mainstream special needs
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students”; and “dissatisfaction with opportunities for professional development” as
important reasons for changing schools. PCA on the “move” variables resulted in a
structure with 14 variables and 3 components. Table 14 below illustrates the rotated
component matrix for “movers.”
Table 14. Rotated Component Matrix for “Movers”
Component
School or
Accountability

Teaching

(2)

Opportunity (3)

.653

.144

.201

Did not have enough autonomy over my classroom

.618

.273

-.040

Dissatisfied with workplace conditions

.611

.369

.090

Student discipline problems

.742

.185

.042

Dissatisfied with administrators

.890

.148

-.031

Dissatisfied with lack of support

.884

.195

-.053

Dissatisfied with lack of influence I had over

.751

.368

.019

.450

.724

.032

.089

.733

-.077

.317

.692

.121

Organizational
Issues (1)
Dissatisfied with changes in job description or
responsibilities

school policies and practices
Dissatisfied with how student assessments and
school accountability measures impacted my
teaching
Dissatisfied with having my compensation,
benefits, or rewards tied to student performance
Dissatisfied with support for preparing my students
for assessments
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Table 14 (cont’d). Rotated Component Matrix for “Movers”
Component
School or
Accountability

Teaching

(2)

Opportunity (3)

.195

.837

-.008

Dissatisfied with other aspects of accountability

.443

.609

-.040

Dissatisfied with grade level or subject area

.150

.260

.706

Wanted a higher standard of living

.072

.262

-.687

31.7%

22.9%

7.5%

Organizational
Issues (1)
Dissatisfied with influence assessments had on
curriculum

Percent Variance Explained by Component in
Overall Model

Note: High loadings for items retained on each component are in boldface.

Component 1 for the movers reflects a group of respondents who were similarly
likely to respond that: “dissatisfaction with changes in job description or responsibility”;
“lack of autonomy over classroom”; “dissatisfaction with workplace conditions”;
“student discipline problems”; “dissatisfaction with administrators”; “dissatisfaction with
lack of support”; and “dissatisfaction with lack of influence over school policies and
practices” were important reasons for changing schools. All of the variables that
comprise Component 1 loaded highly (.6 or higher) and clearly (no high loadings on
other components). Cronbach’s Alpha for Component 1 is .892, suggesting high internal
consistency across the items that comprise the component. Similar to the “leavers,” I call
Component 1 for movers “school or organizational issues.” Component 1 suggests a
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group of teachers who changed schools because their professional values did not align
with the school environment and working conditions they experienced. These teachers’
professional values are more in line with the daily job satisfaction they may or may not
experience as it relates to their direct supervisor, the physical conditions in which they
work, and the students they teach. In fact, the two variables that load highest on this
component are those that focus on dissatisfaction with school administration or support.
Furthermore, while these teachers reveal that they mostly value school or organizational
issues, they also reveal that they were willing to move to another school for the potential
of a teaching experience that was more in line with their professional values.
Similar to the leavers, Component 2 for the movers reflects a group of
respondents who were similarly likely to have responded that: “dissatisfied with how
student assessments and school accountability impacted my teaching”; “dissatisfied with
having my compensation, benefits, or rewards tied to student performance”; “dissatisfied
with support for preparing my students for assessments”; “dissatisfaction with influence
assessments had on curriculum”; and “dissatisfaction with other aspects of
accountability” were important reasons for changing schools. I call Component 2 for the
movers, “accountability.” It is somewhat interesting that an “accountability” component
emerged for movers—the variables that they identified as important reasons for changing
schools are not necessarily issues that would improve at a different school location. These
variables reflect fundamental changes in the operation of most schools and classrooms as
a result of accountability reform. However, the variables loaded clearly and strongly on
this component, suggesting for this group of movers, professional values that do not align
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with accountability. The Cronbach’s Alpha score for Component 2 is .845, suggesting
high internal consistency across the items that comprise the component.
The third Component for “movers” is comprised of two variables: “dissatisfaction
with grade level or subject area” and “wanting a higher standard of living.” I call
Component 3 for movers, “teaching opportunity.” The Cronbach’s Alpha for the items in
this component is -.018, suggesting very low and negative reliability between these two
variables. Nevertheless, I retained the component given that it met the criteria for
retaining components outlined in Chapter 3 (“Data, Research Questions and Hypotheses,
and Methods”). Furthermore, a theoretical interpretation for the grouping of these two
items on this component is possible - respondents who were likely to say that
dissatisfaction with grade level or subject area was an important reason for moving
schools were not likely to respond that standard of living was an important reason for
moving schools. I named this component “teaching opportunity” because it appears that
those who moved schools to teach a different grade or subject area were not necessarily
dissatisfied with the job of teaching as a profession but wanted a different kind of
teaching experience by teaching a different subject area or grade level. Those who said
that a high standard of living was not an important reason for changing schools revealed
that if one valued a higher standard of living as a teacher, she/he would not move schools
but probably leave the profession for a higher paying job opportunity.
In summary, principal components analysis on the movers suggests professional
values that align with school or organizational issues, accountability, and teaching
opportunities. Comparing Components 1 and 2 for movers is particularly interesting—

117
similar to leavers, there is a clear group of teachers who changed schools in search of
improved school or organizational conditions, particularly better leadership. And, despite
the fact that they were likely to experience similar issues at a different school, there is a
clear group of movers who changed schools as a result of experiences related to
accountability reform, particularly the influence of assessments on curriculum. The
analysis for movers, coupled with the analysis for leavers, answers the first research
question and supports the first hypothesis—the professional values of leavers and movers
reflect dissatisfaction with teacher accountability reform through the second component
(“accountability”) for each group.
Comparing Movers and Leavers
Research Question 2 is an extension of Research Question 1 and aims to compare
the components for movers and leavers that emerged in research question 1. Table 15
summarizes the components and variables that comprise the components for the movers
and leavers.
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Table 15. Components for Leavers and Movers and Variables that Comprise the Components
Leavers

Movers

School or Organizational Issues (1)

School or Organizational Issues (1)





Dissatisfied with professional development
opportunities



Did not have enough autonomy over my

Dissatisfied with changes in job description or
responsibilities



classroom

Did not have enough autonomy over my
classroom



Dissatisfied with workplace conditions



Dissatisfied with workplace conditions



Student discipline problems



Student discipline problems



Dissatisfied with administrators



Dissatisfied with administrators



Dissatisfied with lack of support



Dissatisfied with lack of support



Dissatisfied with lack of influence I had over



Dissatisfied with lack of influence I had over

school policies and practices

school policies and practices

Accountability (2)

Accountability (2)









Dissatisfied with how student assessments
and school accountability measures impacted

school accountability measures impacted my

my teaching

teaching

Dissatisfied with having my compensation,



Dissatisfied with having my compensation,

benefits, or rewards tied to student

benefits, or rewards tied to student

performance

performance

Dissatisfied with support for preparing my



students for assessments


Dissatisfied with how student assessments and

Dissatisfied with influence assessments had
on curriculum

Dissatisfied with support for preparing my
students for assessments



Dissatisfied with influence assessments had on
curriculum
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Table 15 (cont’d). Components for Leavers and Movers and Variables that Comprise the Components
Leavers



Dissatisfied with other aspects of

Movers



accountability

Dissatisfied with other aspects of
accountability

Job Fit (3)

Teaching Opportunity (3)



Dissatisfied with grade level or subject area



Dissatisfied with grade level or subject area



Dissatisfied with teaching as a career



Wanted a higher standard of living

One of the most apparent initial findings is the number, order, and focus of the
three components across the three groups—movers and leavers each emerged with three
components, the first one focusing on school and organizational conditions, the second
one focusing on accountability issues, and the third one focusing on overall job
conditions. In overall principal components analysis, the order of the components is
reflective of cumulative variation; that is, the first component accounts for the most
variation in the overall model, while subsequent components account for less. In the case
of movers and leavers, the “school and organizational issues” components account for the
most variation in each of the final models. I will further compare the components for
movers and leavers in two ways:
1. Analyze the variables that comprise the components for the movers and leavers.
2. Analyze the loadings of the variables within the components for movers and
leavers.

120
When comparing the components as well as the variables that comprise the
components between the movers and leavers, there are three important findings:
1. Component 1 (“school or organizational issues”) is made up of similar variables for
movers and leavers with one exception. Those who mentioned that school or
organizational issues were an important reason for leaving the profession included
dissatisfaction with professional development opportunities as one of the reasons.
Those who were likely to move schools because of school or organizational issues did
not respond that dissatisfaction with professional development was an important
reason for the move; rather, movers were more likely to say that they changed schools
because of changes in their job description or responsibilities. It is likely the case that
the leavers reported a reason for leaving the profession that reflects a professional
value whereas the movers are more likely responding to an actual experience (i.e.
change in job description or responsibility) that impacted their daily work. In many
school systems, professional development is organized and offered by school districts
rather than schools themselves; therefore, it might be the case that if dissatisfaction
with professional development was an important reason for leaving for some teachers
(and not for movers), it is because the leavers believed that moving to a nearby school
would not improve professional development options.
2. There is a considerable difference between movers and leavers on Component 3—as
described above, Component 3 for leavers is comprised of variables that reflect a
flawed job fit. In other words, teachers whose responses correlate on the variables in
Component 3 likely left the teaching profession due to a fundamental misalignment
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between what they wanted out of a profession and their actual experiences with the
job of teaching. For movers, however, Component 3 is comprised of variables that
reflect a desire for a better opportunity, either within the teaching profession (wanting
to teach a different grade level or subject area) or a profession (or position within the
education field) that offers a better standard of living. It is interesting that the variable
about wanting a higher standard of living was not retained for the leavers’
Component 3 (“job fit”). One would think that if a component emerged for leavers
that concentrated on issues related to a bad job fit, that leaving for a higher standard
of living would materialize as one of the reasons. However, there is considerable
research that shows that while compensation is a factor in teachers’ job satisfaction
and reasons for leaving the profession, it is not usually the most important reason
(Headden, 2014; Ingersoll, 2011; Simon & Johnson, 2013). More important to job
satisfaction and job retention for teachers is school leadership and working
conditions. It is this nuance that helps explains why Component 3 for the leavers does
not include “wanting a higher standard of living” as a reason for leaving the
profession.
3. The overall important finding around the components between movers and leavers as
well as the variables that make up the components for the movers and leavers is that
not many differences actually exist, other than differences that reflect obvious moving
and leaving behavior. For example, Component 1 (school or organizational issues) for
leavers and movers is very similar—both components basically capture a set of
reasons for leaving the profession or moving schools that reflect professional values
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focused on one’s direct school and classroom environment. Because of the
similarities between Component 1 for movers and leavers, it is difficult to tap into
why some teachers would decide to leave the profession as a result of dissatisfaction
with these issues while other teachers would simply decide to move schools as a
result of dissatisfaction with these issues. Furthermore, as hypothesized, both movers
and leavers emerged with a component focused on accountability and the components
were comprised of the same variables for leavers and movers. Through the correlated
variables on Component 2 for each group, movers and leavers reveal professional
values that do not align with aspects of accountability reform and therefore made
career decisions based on their experiences with accountability reform pressures.
Nevertheless, the accountability components for movers and leavers are largely
similar thereby making it difficult to discern any real reason for why some teachers
would move as a result of dissatisfaction with accountability pressures in their
teaching experiences rather than leave the profession entirely.
When comparing the loadings of the variables within the components for the movers
and leavers, there are two important findings:
1. Component 2 (“accountability”) is comprised of the same variables for movers and
leavers. The loadings on the variables that make up this component are all higher for
leavers than for movers (although the margin is small), except for the variable about
not wanting compensation, benefits, or rewards tied to student performance (the
loading on this variable is much higher for movers). The difference in loadings seems
to support Research Question and Hypothesis 2—leavers respond more strongly to
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accountability pressures than do movers. There is a clear group of teachers whose
professional values do not align with accountability reform and they have left the
profession due to this misalignment. There is still the issue of the compensation
variable having a much higher loading for movers than leavers under Component 2. I
find it puzzling to explain why the leavers who indicated “accountability” reasons as
the most important for leaving the profession were not similarly likely to indicate that
having their compensation tied to student performance was a reason for leaving the
profession.
2. The loadings on the similar variables for Component 1 (“school and organizational
issues”) across movers and leavers seem to also partially support Research Question
2—the majority of the variables for that component have higher (although only
marginally) loadings for movers than for leavers. This indicates that those teachers
whose professional values are more aligned with the day to day environment of their
schools are more likely to move schools than to leave the profession if they
experience dissatisfaction in those areas. However, two variables from Component 1
actually had higher loadings (although only marginally) for the leavers than for the
movers—“did not have enough autonomy over my classroom” and “dissatisfied with
workplace conditions.” Last, for both groups—movers and leavers—the two variables
associated with administrative support were the strongest indicators to leave the
profession and change schools.
As a further attempt to compare the findings for movers and leavers, I ran a
Pearson r to compare the component structures between movers and leavers on
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Components 1 (“school and organizational issues”) and 2 (“accountability”), and
Cattell’s Similarity Index (s) between leavers and movers on Component 3 (“job fit” and
“opportunity,” respectively). As discussed in Chapter 3 (“Data, Research Questions and
Hypotheses, and Methods”), one may use a simple Pearson r to compare a factor in one
group with a factor in a second group. The Pearson r can detect not only differences in
two factors’ patterns of loadings, but also differences in the relative magnitudes of those
loadings (Wuensch, 2012). Similarly, the Cattell’s salient similarity index is used to
compare two solutions’ patterns of loadings (Cattell et. al., 1969; Wuensch, 2012). I was
not able to run Cattell’s salient similarity index between the two groups for Components
1 and 2 because each component did not have enough “hyperplane” (i.e., non-salient)
variables to test for a significant difference between the two components’ patterns of
loadings (Cattell et al., 1969; Wuensch, 2012). It makes sense that there are not enough
non-salient variables across the two components for each group because the Pearson r for
Component 1 (“school and organizational issues”) between leavers and movers is .98 and
the Pearson r for Component 2 (“accountability”) between leavers and movers is .95—
both results indicating high similarity between Component 1 for movers and leavers and
Component 2 for movers and leavers. This finding supports the previous discussion about
the lack of differences between the movers and leavers, at least for Components 1 and 2.
This finding also suggests the need to reject the hypothesis for Research Question 2—
movers do not appear to change schools more commonly for reasons related to “school or
organizational” issues and leavers do not appear to leave the profession more commonly
for reasons related to “accountability.” I was able to run Cattell’s salient similarity index
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on Component 3 for movers and leavers. The s coefficient is .29 with 92% of the
variables that comprise the component across the two groups representing non-saliency.
Using these numbers and the significance tables offered in Cattell et al. (1969), I can
conclude that Component 3 for movers is significantly different from Component 3 for
leavers.
While the findings in this chapter are interesting, they also leave one with many
questions. For example, do differences within and between the mover and leaver groups
exist that are not tapped in the above analyses? Are we able to understand who actually
leaves the profession as a result of school or organizational issues or as a result of
accountability issues? Furthermore, are we able to understand who actually changes
schools for these same two reasons? Also, why were the leavers who indicated
“accountability” reasons as the most important for leaving the profession not similarly
likely to indicate that having their compensation tied to student performance was a reason
for leaving the profession? I examine and report the findings on these questions in the
next two chapters.

CHAPTER SIX
FINDINGS FOR RESEARCH QUESTION 3: PROFESSIONAL VALUES OF
MOVER AND LEAVER TEACHERS BY GENDER
The previous chapter discussed principal component analysis findings for movers
and leavers. This chapter will “unpack” the groups by investigating the professional
values of the leavers and moves by gender. Research suggests that work is gendered—
men and women often value different aspects of their jobs and they frequently have
different experiences based on their gender. My study investigated men and women
teachers who left the profession as well as those who changed schools between the 20072008 and 2008-2009 school years. I examined the extent to which job experiences related
to teacher accountability differentially impacted the career decisions of teachers based on
their gender. Specifically, research question and hypothesis 3 are:


Research Question 3: Do the professional values of teachers in these two groups
vary by gender? In other words, do men and women teachers differ in the values
they cite as they change schools or leave the profession?



Hypothesis 3: Across four groups [(1) men movers, (2) men leavers, (3) women
movers, and (4) women leavers], the factor loadings of women leavers will be the
largest for variables reflective of the teacher accountability movement.
Furthermore, the accountability component will be the strongest for the women
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leavers. Following women leavers will be men leavers, women movers, and men
movers.
To test this research question and hypothesis I ran principal components analysis

(PCA) with varimax rotation on the 19 “leave” variables by gender as well as the 18
“move” variables by gender. The “leave” and “move” variables are discussed in Chapter
3 (“Data, Research Questions and Hypotheses, and Methods”). Using the rules and
guidelines outlined in Chapter 3, I made several decisions about which “leave” variables
to drop and retain as well as which “move” variables to drop and retain from the final
PCA models. Principal components analysis in SPSS produces a table in which the
loadings (cells) are the correlation coefficients between the variables (rows) and the
components (columns). The loadings are the basis for deciding which variables to retain
or drop, and for imputing a label to the different components (Garson, 2013). The PCA
allowed me to not only determine the professional values of the movers and leavers by
gender but also to compare them. In many cases, I also ran either a Cattell’s salient
similarity index (s) in order to compare two solutions’ patterns of loadings (Cattell et. al.,
1969; Wuensch, 2012) or a simple Pearson r to compare differences in several
components’ patterns of loadings as well as differences in the magnitude of the loadings
(Wuensch, 2012). Situations in which I ran a Pearson r rather than a Cattell’s s were
because I did not have enough of the right kinds of variables (similar across both groups
and/or salient variables across both groups) to run a Cattell’s s.
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Below I present PCA findings in three phases: comparing women leavers with
men leavers; comparing women movers with men movers; and a discussion between
movers and leavers by gender.
Comparing Women Leavers with Men Leavers
The following variables were dropped to achieve the final PCA for women
leavers: “dissatisfied with teaching as a career”; “did not have enough autonomy over my
classroom”; “dissatisfied with changes in job description or responsibilities”; “did not
feel prepared to mainstream special needs students in my regular classes”; “felt that there
were too many intrusions on my teaching time”; and “dissatisfied with support for
preparing my students for assessments” as important reasons for leaving the profession.
The rotated component matrix for women leavers, presented below in Table 16, includes
13 variables and 3 components.
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Table 16. Rotated Component Matrix for Women Leavers
Component
Classroom and
School

Accountability (2) Job Fit (3)

Conditions (1)
Dissatisfied with grade level or subject area

.111

.256

.650

Wanted a higher standard of living

.140

-.050

.541

Dissatisfied with professional development

.664

.062

.145

Dissatisfied with large numbers of students

.596

.317

.172

Dissatisfied with workplace conditions

.776

.287

-.037

Student discipline problems

.814

.221

-.047

Dissatisfied with administrators

.741

.093

.455

Dissatisfied with lack of support

.763

.113

.466

Dissatisfied with lack of influence I had over school

.676

.241

.436

.369

.807

-.013

.008

.607

.489

.144

.894

.036

.448

.657

.249

opportunities**

policies and practices
Dissatisfied with how student assessments and
school accountability measures impacted my
teaching
Dissatisfied with having my compensation, benefits,
or rewards tied to student performance
Dissatisfied with influence assessments had on
curriculum
Dissatisfied with other aspects of accountability
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Table 16 (cont’d). Rotated Component Matrix for Women Leavers
Component
Classroom and
School

Accountability (2) Job Fit (3)

Conditions (1)
Percent Variance Explained by Component in

31.1%

20.3%

13.0%

Overall Model
Note: High loadings for items retained on each component are in boldface.
**Only asked of the leaver teachers.

Component 1 for women leavers is made up of 7 variables that are all related to
specific school and classroom conditions. There is a group of women teachers who left
the profession and were similarly likely to report these seven reasons as important ones
for the reason that they left. I call Component 1 “classroom and school conditions” – the
component is comprised of variables that reflect women teachers’ dissatisfaction with
classroom conditions, such as class size, as well as school conditions, such as weak
administrative support, as reasons for leaving teaching. The variables in Component 1
loaded highly (.6 or higher) and clearly (no high loadings on other components). The
variable with the highest loading and therefore the strongest “classroom and school
condition” reason for women teachers to have left the profession is “student discipline
problems.” Cronbach’s Alpha for Component 1 is .893, suggesting high internal
consistency across the items that comprise the component.
Component 2 for women leavers is made up of four variables that are all
reflective of experiences with teacher accountability. I call Component 2 “accountability”
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– this component suggests a group of women teachers who were all similarly likely to
report accountability-era focused reasons as important to their decision to leave the
teaching profession. These women leaver teachers were particularly dissatisfied with the
extent to which student assessments, which are closely linked to the accountability
movement, impacted the curriculum and their teaching. Again, the four variables on the
“accountability” component loaded clearly and highly. Cronbach’s Alpha for Component
2 is .827, suggesting high internal consistency across the items that comprise the
component.
The third and final Component for women leavers is comprised of two variables
that suggest a flawed job fit – I call Component 3 “job fit.” The loadings for the two
variables on this component were clear but not very high. The Cronbach’s Alpha for the
items in this component is .283, suggesting low reliability between the two variables.
Nevertheless, I retained the component given that it met the criteria for retaining
components outlined in Chapter 3 (“Data, Research Questions and Hypotheses, and
Methods”). These women teachers were similarly likely to leave the profession either
because they were dissatisfied with the grade level or subject area that they were teaching
or because they wanted a higher standard of living. These women teachers were likely to
have left the profession because they believed these two reasons were a negative
expression of the overall profession and would not improve simply by moving schools.
Table 17 below presents the rotated component matrix for men leavers, which
has thirteen variables and three components. The following variables were dropped to
achieve the final model for this group: “felt that there were too many intrusions on my
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teaching time”; “did not have enough autonomy over my classroom”; “dissatisfied with
opportunities for professional development”; “dissatisfied with workplace conditions”;
“dissatisfied with lack of influence I had over school policies and practices”; and “student
discipline problems,” all as important reasons for leaving the profession.
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Table 17. Rotated Component Matrix for Men Leavers
Component
Accountability

Flawed Job Fit

Administrative

(1)

(2)

Support (3)

Dissatisfied with grade level or subject area

.119

.659

.199

Wanted a higher standard of living

-.011

.690

-.114

Dissatisfied with teaching as a career**

.279

.696

.263

Dissatisfied with large numbers of students

.415

.708

.167

.659

.079

.220

Dissatisfied with administrators

.256

.046

.900

Dissatisfied with lack of support

.289

-.002

.864

Dissatisfied with how student assessments and

.707

.295

.355

.523

.514

.010

.870

.005

.206

.763

.265

.322

Dissatisfied with other aspects of accountability

.721

.373

.139

Dissatisfied with changes in job description or

.184

.296

.702

Did not feel prepared to mainstream special needs
students in my regular classes

school accountability measures impacted my
teaching
Dissatisfied with having my compensation,
benefits, or rewards tied to student performance
Dissatisfied with support for preparing my
students for assessments
Dissatisfied with influence assessments had on
curriculum

responsibilities
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Table 17 (cont’d). Rotated Component Matrix for Men Leavers
Component

Percent Variance Explained by Component in

Accountability

Flawed Job Fit

Administrative

(1)

(2)

Support (3)

27.0%

19.6%

19.5%

Overall Model
Note: High loadings for items retained on each component are in boldface.
**Only asked of the leaver teachers.

The first Component for men leavers is made up of six variables reflective of
experiences with teacher accountability reform. I call Component 1 “accountability”—the
component suggests a group of men leavers whose professional values do not align with
accountability reform and were therefore similarly likely to respond that these were the
most important reasons for leaving the profession. All of the variables contributing to this
component loaded clearly and highly except for one—the variable pertaining to
dissatisfaction with having one’s compensation, benefits, and rewards tied to student
performance only has a loading of .523. However, I decided to include this variable in the
“accountability” component for men leavers because it adds to the theoretical
interpretation of the component. One major aspect of recent teacher accountability
reform, particularly since the launch of the 2009 Race to the Top competition, is a
strategy whereby many states and school districts use a variety of measures to rate
teachers’ “effectiveness” and then compensate or reward them based on these ratings.
This aspect of teacher accountability reform is one of the most controversial and many
have reported dissatisfaction or inherent problems with the approach. For example, in a
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2010 public opinion study of teachers’ perceptions of policy reform ideas, less than 10%
of respondents thought that tying teacher rewards to student performance would be an
effective way to improve overall teacher effectiveness (Coggshall, Ott, & Lasagna,
2010b). I retained the variable in the model so it could help explain the variance for the
overall “accountability” component. The variable with the highest loading on the
“accountability” component for men leavers is the one referencing dissatisfaction with
the lack of support they received in preparing students for assessments. Cronbach’s
Alpha for Component 1 is .874, suggesting high internal consistency across the items that
comprise the component.
Component 2 for men leavers is made up of four variables and I call the
component, “flawed job fit.” The variables on this component each loaded clearly and
highly. Cronbach’s Alpha for Component 2 is .733, suggesting high internal consistency
across the items that comprise the component. This component represents a group of men
leavers who were similarly likely to have left teaching because their experiences with the
job did not align with fundamental values they looked for in teaching; for example, this
group of men teachers left teaching because of large class sizes, the grade or subject area
they were teaching, they wanted a higher standard of living, and they were dissatisfied
with teaching as a career. That these men teachers left teaching because of these reasons
suggests they considered the reasons reflective of the overall profession and not
something that would improve if they simply changed schools.
The third and final component for men teachers who left the profession is called
“administrative support” – this component is comprised of three variables that loaded
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clearly and highly on the component. Cronbach’s Alpha for Component 3 is .847,
suggesting high internal consistency across the items that comprise the component. The
“administrative support” component reflects a group of men teachers who were similarly
likely to have left the profession because their professional values did not align with the
authority structure in their schools, the administrative support, and/or experiences with
working on tasks (or being asked to work on tasks) or have responsibilities that they did
not expect upon taking the position. The variable that loaded the highest on this
component refers to dissatisfaction with administrators and the loading is the highest
amongst all of the PCA that was conducted for the research (.900).
After presenting findings for women leavers and men leavers separately, I now
turn to a discussion of a comparison of the two groups. I will compare the PCA for
women and men leavers in three ways:
1. The overall number, order, and focus of components of the two groups.
2. The variables that comprise the components for the women leavers and men
leavers.
3. The loadings of the variables within the components for women leavers and men
leavers.
Table 18 summarizes the components and variables that comprise the components
for the leavers by gender.
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Table 18. Components for Leavers by Gender and Variables that Comprise the Components
Women Leavers

Men Leavers

Classroom and School Conditions (1)

Accountability (1)







Dissatisfied with professional development

Dissatisfied with how student assessments and

opportunities

school accountability measures impacted my

Did not have enough autonomy over my

teaching

classroom



Dissatisfied with having my compensation,



Dissatisfied with workplace conditions

benefits, or rewards tied to student



Discipline problems

performance



Dissatisfied with administrators



Dissatisfied with lack of support



Dissatisfied with lack of influence I had over



Dissatisfied with support for preparing my
students for assessments



Dissatisfied with influence assessments had on
curriculum

school policies and practices


Dissatisfied with other aspects of
accountability
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Table 18 (cont’d). Components for Leavers by Gender and Variables that Comprise the Components
Women Leavers

Men Leavers

Accountability (2)

Flawed Job Fit (2)



Dissatisfied with how student assessments



Dissatisfied with grade level or subject area

and school accountability measures impacted



Wanted a higher standard of living

my teaching



Dissatisfied with teaching as a career

Dissatisfied with having my compensation,



Dissatisfied with large numbers of students



benefits, or rewards tied to student
performance


Dissatisfied with support for preparing my
students for assessments



Dissatisfied with influence assessments had
on curriculum



Dissatisfied with other aspects of
accountability

Job Fit (3)

Administrative Support (3)



Dissatisfied with grade level or subject area



Dissatisfied with administrators



Wanted a higher standard of living



Dissatisfied with lack of support



Dissatisfied with changes in job description or
responsibilities

In terms of the overall number, order, and focus of components across the two
groups, women leavers’ and men leavers’ final principal component structures have two
differences to highlight. The first difference is that for women leavers, the component
that accounts for the most variation in the overall structure is one that focuses on reasons
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for leaving that pertain to school and organizational issues; on the other hand, for men
leavers, the component that accounts for the most variation in the overall structure is one
that focuses on reasons for leaving that pertain to accountability issues. Furthermore, the
component that accounts for the second most variation in the overall structure (which in
both cases is nearly the entire remaining amount of variance) differs between women
leavers and men leavers—for women leavers that component focuses on reasons for
leaving that pertain to accountability while for men leavers that component focuses on
reasons for leaving that pertain to a flawed job fit. The second difference is that while
both women and men leavers have a component focused on accountability and a flawed
job fit, the other component that makes up the final structure is different between the two
groups. Women leavers have a component that suggests leaving the profession due to a
variety of overall “classroom and school conditions” while men leavers have a
component that is more specifically focused on leaving the profession due to
dissatisfaction with “administrative support.”
The variables that comprise the components as well as the variable loadings
between women and men leavers also reveal similarities and differences. The
“accountability” component for men leavers has two additional variables that are not part
of the accountability component for women leavers—“dissatisfaction with support for
preparing my students for assessments” and “did not feel prepared to mainstream special
needs students in my regular classes.” The first additional variable about dissatisfaction
with support points to overall misalignment between men leavers’ professional values
and general dissatisfaction with experiences related to authority and administrative
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support in their schools. In fact, this additional variable is the highest loaded variable on
the accountability component for men leavers (.870). On the other hand, the highest
loaded variable on the accountability component for women leavers is one that focuses
on dissatisfaction with the impact of assessments on curriculum as the most important
reason for leaving the profession, which seems to be a more direct reflection of
professional values that contradict accountability. The additional variable for men leavers
that pertains to underpreparedness in mainstreaming special needs students is interesting
and difficult to interpret, both in terms of gender (i.e., why this would be an issue for men
leavers and not women leavers) as well as the inclusion of the variable on this particular
component (i.e., why men leavers who cite accountability issues as reasons for leaving
are similarly likely to cite this variable). The Pearson r coefficient for these two
accountability components across the men and women leaver groups is .94, indicating a
high degree of similarity between the components and the loadings of the variables that
comprise the components. Despite the additional variables that are part of the
“accountability” component for men leavers, the component appears to be measuring the
same general concept for the two groups. However, as previously mentioned the
accountability component accounts for more overall variation for men leavers than it does
for women leavers.
The component for women and men leavers that focuses on job fit is different
between groups. While this component for both groups includes variables pertaining to
dissatisfaction with standard of living as well as dissatisfaction with grade or subject area,
men leavers have two additional variables on the component. Men leavers are also
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similarly likely to have responded that dissatisfaction with class size and dissatisfaction
with teaching as a career were important reasons for leaving teaching. The job fit
component is more nuanced for men than it is for women—there are more variables and
the variable loadings are generally higher. Men leavers’ professional values seem to
suggest more opportunity for a misalignment with fundamental issues related to the job
of teaching than is the case for women leavers. Furthermore, the Pearson r coefficient for
the two job fit components across the men and women leaver groups is .18, indicating a
low degree of similarity between the components and the loadings of the variables that
comprise the components.
When comparing Component 1 for women leavers (i.e., “classroom and school
conditions”) and Component 3 for men leavers (i.e., “administrative support”), they
generally point to reasons for leaving that are associated with specific school experiences;
however, the classroom and school conditions component is the most important
component for women leavers in that it accounts for the most variation in the model and
the administrative support component is the least important component in the model for
men leavers. Furthermore, the classroom and school conditions component for women
leavers suggests a group of teachers who left the profession as a result of dissatisfaction
with a range of school and classroom level experiences, particularly student discipline
and overall workplace conditions. The administrative support component for men leavers,
however, hones in on one aspect of school and classroom level experiences—leadership
and authority. This group of men leavers values so greatly the leadership that they
encounter while on the job that experiencing dissatisfaction with a school leader is
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enough of a reason to leave the profession altogether. The Pearson r between these two
components is .78 indicating a high degree of similarity between the two components and
their loadings—the components are tapping into the same general professional value for
women and men leavers; but, my analysis of the variables and variable loadings on these
components reveal some specific differences between the two groups.
The findings in this section partially support Research Question 3—there is some
gender variation in the professional values of teachers who left the job of teaching. We
now turn to a comparison of women movers and men movers.
Comparing Women Movers with Men Movers
The following variables were dropped to achieve the final PCA model for women
movers: “dissatisfaction with professional development opportunities”; “felt that there
were too many intrusions on my teaching time”; “dissatisfied with changes in job
description or responsibilities”; and “dissatisfied with other aspects of accountability” as
important reasons for changing schools between 2007-2008 and 2008-2009. The PCA
model for women movers has three components and 14 variables. The model is below in
Table 19.
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Table 19. Rotated Component Matrix for Women Movers
Component
School and

Accountability

Fundamental

Classroom

and Special Needs

Change Due to

Conditions (1)

Students (2)

Availability (3)

Wanted a higher standard of living

.169

.248

-.625

Did not have enough autonomy over my

.601

.282

-.030

Dissatisfied with large numbers of students

.505

.113

.267

Did not feel prepared to mainstream special

.075

.620

.175

Dissatisfied with workplace conditions

.592

.404

.133

Dissatisfied with administrators

.878

.146

-.148

Dissatisfied with lack of support

.875

.187

-.169

Dissatisfied with lack of influence I had over

.747

.360

-.058

.150

.701

-.126

.230

.823

-.058

Dissatisfied with grade level or subject area

.175

.278

.675

Student discipline problems

.772

.130

.148

classroom

needs students in my regular classes

school policies and practices
Dissatisfied with having my compensation,
benefits, or rewards tied to student
performance
Dissatisfied with influence assessments had
on curriculum
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Table 19 (cont’d). Rotated Component Matrix for Women Movers
Component

Dissatisfied with how student assessments

School and

Accountability

Fundamental

Classroom

and Special Needs

Change Due to

Conditions (1)

Students (2)

Availability (3)

.473

.707

-.043

.318

.707

.065

29.4%

22.5%

7.6%

and school accountability measures impacted
my teaching
Dissatisfied with support for preparing my
students for assessments
Percent Variance Explained by Component
in Overall Model
Note: High loadings for items retained on each component are in boldface.

Component 1 for women movers, which accounts for the most variance in the
overall model, focuses on school and classroom conditions. The seven variables that
comprise this component loaded clearly and for the most part they loaded highly—
dissatisfaction with class size and workplace conditions as important reasons for moving
did not load at the .6 cut-off rule; however, because of the clear loading and reasonable
theoretical interpretation, I retained them as part of the component. The “school and
classroom conditions” component for women leavers suggests a group of teachers who
were similarly likely to move schools because their professional values related to issues
such as administrative support and the need for influence and autonomy over school
policies and classroom conditions. In fact, dissatisfaction with administrators and
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dissatisfaction with lack of support are the two most highly loaded variables on the
component at .878 and .875, respectively. Cronbach’s Alpha for this component is .876,
suggesting high internal consistency across the items that comprise the component.
Five variables make up Component 2 for women movers, which I call
“accountability and special needs students.” Component 2 suggests a group of women
teachers who were similarly likely to have moved schools because their professional
values did not align with the accountability features that were being instituted at their
schools, such as the impact of student assessments and accountability on curriculum and
teaching. Additionally, this group of women teachers was also similarly likely to have
moved schools because they did not feel prepared to mainstream special needs students
into their mainstream classrooms. Cronbach’s Alpha for Component 2 is .821, suggesting
high internal consistency across the items that comprise the component.
The third Component for women movers is made up of only two variables that
loaded clearly and highly. The Cronbach’s Alpha for this component is -.018 suggesting
low and negative consistency among the two variables that comprise the component.
Nevertheless, I retained Component 3 for theoretical reasons. I call Component 3 for
women movers “fundamental change due to availability” – it reflects a group of women
teachers who were just as likely to say that they moved schools because they were
dissatisfied with their grade or subject area as they were not to cite wanting a higher
standard of living as a reason for moving schools. In other words, this group of women
teachers’ professional values seemed to align well with the profession of teaching and
most of the experiences they had at their school during 2007-2008. The primary reason
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they moved schools was the availability to teach a different grade or subject area.
Furthermore, these women movers seem to understand that one can move schools to
achieve such an improvement in their daily work (teaching a new grade or subject area)
but that moving schools is very unlikely to improve one’s overall standard of living.
The following variables were dropped to achieve the final PCA model for men
movers: “dissatisfaction with professional development opportunities”; “dissatisfied with
changes in job description or responsibilities”; “dissatisfied with how student assessments
and school accountability measures impacted my teaching”; “dissatisfied with support for
preparing my students for assessments”; and “dissatisfied with grade level or subject
area” as important reasons for changing schools between 2007-2008 and 2008-2009. The
PCA model for men movers has three components and 12 variables. The model is below
in Table 20.
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Table 20. Rotated Component Matrix for Men Movers
Component
Classroom-based

School-based

Conditions (1)

Conditions (2)

Accountability (3)

Wanted a higher standard of living

.179

-.665

.264

Did not have enough autonomy over

.778

.266

.164

.827

.055

.188

.789

.087

-.065

.636

.241

.307

Dissatisfied with workplace conditions

.368

.611

.388

Dissatisfied with administrators

.487

.694

.196

Dissatisfied with lack of support

.515

.684

.224

Dissatisfied with lack of influence I

.478

.625

.323

.053

-.042

.832

.303

.022

.791

.040

.310

.705

my classroom
Dissatisfied with large numbers of
students
Did not feel prepared to mainstream
special needs students in my regular
classes
Felt that there were too many intrusions
on my teaching time

had over school policies and practices
Dissatisfied with having my
compensation, benefits, or rewards tied
to student performance
Dissatisfied with influence assessments
had on curriculum
Dissatisfied with other aspects of
accountability
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Table 20 (cont’d). Rotated Component Matrix for Men Movers
Component

Percent Variance Explained by

Classroom-based

School-based

Conditions (1)

Conditions (2)

Accountability (3)

27.6%

20.0%

19.9%

Component in Overall Model
Note: High loadings for items retained on each component are in boldface.

Component 1 for men movers suggests a group of teachers who were similarly
likely to change schools for what I call “classroom-based conditions.” The four variables
that comprise this component, which accounts for the most variance in the overall model,
reflect a group of teachers whose professional values are mostly aligned with how their
classrooms feel on a day-to-day basis. When these men teachers did not experience
classrooms that aligned with their professional values, such as class size, intrusions on
their teaching time, and autonomy over their classrooms, they changed schools between
2007-2008 and 2008-2009. The four variables on the “classroom-based conditions”
component loaded clearly and highly, particularly dissatisfaction with large numbers of
students at .827. The Cronbach’s Alpha for the “classroom-based conditions” component
is .799, suggesting high internal consistency across the variables that comprise this
component.
The second component for men movers reflects a group of teachers who were
similarly likely to change schools as a result of their professional values not aligning with
their school-based experiences. Component 1 and 2 account for almost all of the variation
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in the men movers’ model. I call Component 2 “school-based conditions”—four of the
five variables that comprise this component are reflective of a teacher’s dissatisfaction
with aspects of an overall school, such as the school’s leadership or lack of influence the
teacher had over workplace policies. This same group of men teachers who changed
schools was not at all likely to have cited the desire for a higher standard of living as a
reason for changing schools. Component 2 suggests a group of men teachers who do not
have fundamental problems with the standard of living of the profession but moved
schools to work somewhere that is more reflective of their overall professional values,
particularly around school leadership. Cronbach’s Alpha for this component is .780,
suggesting high internal consistency among the variables that comprise the component.
The third and final component for men movers is called “accountability” – this
component is clearly reflective of a group of men teachers who moved schools because of
the accountability pressures they were experiencing, such as their pay and benefits being
attached to student performance. This particular group of teachers expects that changing
schools will improve their chances of having a job that aligns more closely with their
professional values which are in opposition to aspects of accountability. Cronbach’s
Alpha for men movers’ Component 3 is .661, suggesting relatively high internal
reliability across the three items that comprise the component.
After presenting findings for women movers and men movers separately, I now
turn to a discussion of a comparison of the two groups. I will compare the PCA findings
for women movers and men movers in three ways:
1. The overall number, order, and focus of components of the two groups.

150
2. The variables that comprise the components for the women movers and men
movers.
3. The loadings of the variables within the components for women movers and men
movers.
Table 21 summarizes the components and variables that comprise the components
for the movers by gender.
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Table 21. Components for Movers by Gender and Variables that Comprise the Components
Women Movers

Men Movers

School and Classroom Conditions (1)

Classroom-based Conditions (1)





Did not have enough autonomy over my
classroom

Did not have enough autonomy over my
classroom



Dissatisfied with large numbers of students



Dissatisfied with large numbers of students



Dissatisfied with workplace conditions



Did not feel prepared to mainstream special



Dissatisfied with administrators



Dissatisfied with lack of support



Dissatisfied with lack of influence I had over

needs students in my regular classes


Felt that there were too many intrusions on my
teaching time

school policies and practices


Student discipline problems

Accountability and Special Needs Students (2)

School-based Conditions (2)



Did not feel prepared to mainstream special



Wanted a higher standard of living

needs students in my regular classes



Dissatisfied with workplace conditions

Dissatisfied with having my compensation,



Dissatisfied with administrators

benefits, or rewards tied to student



Dissatisfied with lack of support

performance



Dissatisfied with lack of influence I had over





Dissatisfied with influence assessments had
on curriculum



Dissatisfied with how student assessments
and school accountability measures impacted
my teaching



Dissatisfied with support for preparing my
students for assessments

school policies and practices
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Table 21 (cont’d). Components for Movers by Gender and Variables that Comprise the Components
Women Movers
Fundamental Change Due to Availability (3)

Men Movers
Accountability (3)



Wanted a higher standard of living





Dissatisfied with grade level or subject

benefits, or rewards tied to student

area

performance


Dissatisfied with having my compensation,

Dissatisfied with influence assessments had on
curriculum



Dissatisfied with other aspects of
accountability

Both women and men movers have three components in their overall models, but
the focus of the components and the amount of variance they account for in each of the
models is different. For example, the component that accounts for the most variance in
the women movers’ model is focused on school and classroom conditions. For men
movers, however, there are two different components that focus on school and classroom
conditions separately, suggesting a group of men movers who changed schools primarily
because of dissatisfaction with classroom conditions and a different group of men movers
who changed schools primarily because of overall school conditions. Nevertheless, it
makes sense that for both groups—men and women movers—the school and classroom
issues account for the most variance in the PCA as these are aspects of the job of teaching
that may improve if one changes schools. Men movers appear to concentrate first on
experiences in their classrooms as reasons for moving schools while women movers
appear to be equally likely to leave for school or classroom conditions. I used Cattell’s
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salient similarity index to compare Component 1 for women movers (“school and
classroom conditions”) with Component 2 for men movers (“school-based conditions”).
The s coefficient is .53 and with 60% of the variables that comprise the component across
the two groups representing non-saliency, the components are significantly different at
the <.05 level. There were not enough non-salient variables across the two groups to use
Cattell’s as a comparative technique between Component 1 for men movers (“classroombased conditions”) and Component 1 for women movers (“school and classroom
conditions”); therefore, I ran a Pearson r to examine differences in the two components’
patterns of loadings as well as the relative magnitudes of those loadings (Wuensch 2012).
The Pearson r result is .278, indicating a low-level of similarity between Component 1
for men movers and Component 1 for women movers. These comparative findings
suggest that the women movers who change schools because of classroom and school
based reasons are unlike either of the groups of men movers who change schools for
classroom or for school conditions.
Both groups of movers also have a component that reflects changing schools
because of accountability pressures, although it looks to be a more important overall
component to the women movers than the men movers. Last, there is a group of women
movers who were similarly likely to say that they moved schools to teach a new grade or
subject area and not at all likely to say that they changed schools to achieve a higher
standard of living. This component does not emerge for men movers.
The components across the two groups are somewhat similar (i.e. school and/or
classroom conditions and accountability) but it is worth examining the variables that
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comprise the components as well as the loadings of the variables. In this case, there are
three primary findings to share. The first finding is that one of the variables in the school
and classroom conditions component for women movers is about student discipline
problems. This variable has a fairly high loading for women movers--.772. However,
“student discipline problems” was not retained as a meaningful variable for any of the
components for men movers. Women movers who changed schools because of school or
classroom issues were highly likely to do so because of discipline whereas men movers
who cited school or classroom issues as reasons for moving were not likely to mention
student discipline at all. A similar phenomenon occurs for the issue of moving schools
due to feeling as though there were too many intrusions on one’s teaching time—this
reason showed up as an important one for men movers (as part of Component 1,
“classroom-based conditions”) but did not appear at all for women movers. The second
important finding after reviewing the variables and their loadings across the two groups is
the placement of the variable pertaining to whether a teacher felt prepared to mainstream
special needs students as a reason for moving schools. Women movers who considered
this a reason to change schools were similarly likely to cite accountability pressures as a
reason to change schools. This finding suggests that women teachers whose professional
values do not align with accountability pressures (e.g., they are dissatisfied with the
impact of student assessments on curriculum and teaching) are in the same group with
teachers who will change schools if they do not feel prepared to mainstream special needs
students in their classroom—these issues are similarly important to a particular group of
women teachers and they reflect a dissatisfaction with shifts in the overall profession.
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Underpreparedness to mainstream special needs students loaded negatively on the
accountability component for men movers suggesting that those men who moved because
of accountability reasons were not at all likely to move because of this issue. In fact, men
movers who considered this a reason to change schools were similarly likely to cite other
classroom-based conditions. Men movers attribute experiences with mainstreaming
special needs students to specific classroom situations and do not necessarily consider it a
reflection of shifts in the overall profession. The third major finding for the men and
women movers that emerges when analyzing the variables and the loadings is that the
accountability component appears to be more nuanced for women movers than for men
movers. For example, the accountability component for women movers is comprised of
five variables while the same component for men movers only has three variables.
Women movers who are likely to change schools for accountability reasons appear to
consider accountability as a more far-reaching experience than do men movers (i.e.
accountability impacts more aspects of their jobs). Additionally, the most highly loaded
variable for the men movers on the accountability component is dissatisfaction with
having compensation and benefits tied to student assessments (.832). For women movers
on the other hand, this was the second lowest loaded variable on the accountability
component. When it comes to changing schools for reasons related to accountability
pressures, women movers are more likely to do so because of the way in which student
assessments are impacting the curriculum they use to teach. I was able to run Cattell’s
salient similarity index on the accountability component for men movers and women
movers. The s coefficient is .76 with 60% of the variables that comprise the component
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across the two groups representing non-saliency. Using these numbers and the
significance tables offered in Cattell et al. (1969), I can conclude that the accountability
component for men movers is significantly different from the accountability component
for women movers reinforcing my earlier statement that even though the components
appear to be measuring the same concept, women teachers who change schools because
of accountability reasons are unlike men teachers who change schools because of
accountability reasons.
The findings in this section partially support Research Question 3—there is
gender variation in the professional values of teachers who moved schools between 20072008 and 2008-2009.
A Discussion across Movers and Leavers by Gender
Research question and hypothesis 3 are ultimately focused on a comparison
between movers and leavers by gender. The first part of Research Question 3 seeks to
examine whether there are gender differences in the professional values of movers and
leavers by gender. The findings described above certainly respond to that question—there
are several differences in the professional values of movers and leavers by gender that are
demonstrated in the reasons they cite for leaving the profession and changing schools.
But Research Question 3 also seeks to understand the extent to which aspects of the
teacher accountability movement are differentially impacting men and women teachers’
career decisions to leave the profession or to change schools. In fact, Hypothesis 3
suggests that accountability pressures will matter most for women leavers, followed by
men leavers, women movers, and men movers. Based on the literature about gender and
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work, particularly teachers’ work, I hypothesized that aspects of accountability reform
would contradict most strongly with women teachers’ professional values and would
therefore be strong reasons for leaving the profession, more so than the other three
groups. Given this more nuanced aspect of Research Question 3, there are two main
findings to report about the differences across movers and leavers by gender.
1. A component focused on “accountability” emerged for all four groups. Across the
four groups, the “accountability” component was the strongest for the men
leavers—men leavers were the only group in which the accountability component
accounted for the most variation in the overall model (45%). The accountability
component accounted for a similar amount of variation for women leavers and
movers (12% and 10%, respectively) and accounted for the least amount of
variation in the model for men movers (8%). Overall, my hypothesis for research
question 3 is not supported—aspects of the accountability movement appear to be
contradicting the professional values of a specific group of men teachers more
than the similar group of women teachers who decided to leave the profession
between 2007-2008 and 2008-2009. This finding will be examined further in
Chapter 8 (“Discussion and Considerations for Future Research”).
2. While it is difficult to determine any hard and fast findings based on the variables
that comprise the components across the four groups as well as the size of the
loadings of the variables across the components, there are a couple notable results
on which to focus. For both women movers and leavers, the variables that have
the strongest loadings of the accountability component are those that concentrate
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on dissatisfaction with the impact of student assessments on curriculum and
teaching. On the other hand, the variable that has the strongest loading on the
accountability component for men leavers is dissatisfaction with support for
preparing students for assessments while for men movers it is dissatisfaction with
having one’s compensation or benefits tied to student assessment outcomes.
This chapter presented principal component analysis findings for movers and
leavers by gender. The next chapter takes up principal component analysis for movers
and leavers by age.

CHAPTER SEVEN
FINDINGS FOR RESEARCH QUESTION 4: PROFESSIONAL VALUES OF
MOVER AND LEAVER TEACHERS BY AGE
Teachers’ professional values vary by age. For example, Gen Y teachers (those
born between 1977-1995) tend to be more open to some aspects of the teacher
accountability reform movement, such as the use of performance measures for
determining pay and other financial rewards, than do their non-Gen Y counterparts
(Coggshall et al., 2010). In addition to the previous analyses, my study examined
variations by age in reasons for leaving the teaching profession and for changing schools.
Based on the literature, I expected teachers’ professional values to increasingly contradict
with aspects of accountability as they age and therefore, impact whether they chose to
leave the profession or change schools between 2007-2008 and 2008-2009. Specifically,
research question and hypothesis 4 are:


Research Question 4: Do the professional values of teachers in these two groups
vary by age (generation) in the values they cite as they move or leave?



Hypothesis 4: Older teachers (who move and leave) will be more likely than
younger teachers (who move and leave) to have professional values that are in
contrast with teacher accountability reform. Older teachers will be more likely to
leave the profession as a result of those professional values than move schools.
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To test this research question and hypothesis I ran principal components analysis
(PCA) with varimax rotation on the 19 “leave” variables by a dichotomous age variable
as well as the 18 “move” variables by this same dichotomous age variable. The categories
for the age variable are “Gen Y teachers” (i.e. 20 - 32 years old) and “Non-Gen Y
teachers” (i.e. 33 – 70 years old). There is more detailed information about the age
variable and the “leave” and “move” variables in Chapter 3 (“Data, Research Questions
and Hypotheses, and Methods”). Using the rules and guidelines outlined in Chapter 3, I
made several decisions about which “leave” variables to drop and retain as well as which
“move” variables to drop and retain from the final PCA models for this analysis.
Principal components analysis in SPSS produces a table in which the loadings (cells) are
the correlation coefficients between the variables (rows) and the components (columns).
The loadings are the basis for deciding which variables to retain or drop, and for imputing
a label to the different components (Garson, 2013). The PCA allowed me to not only
determine the professional values of the movers and leavers by age but also to compare
them. In all cases, I also ran a simple Pearson r to compare differences in several
components’ patterns of loadings as well as differences in the magnitude of the loadings
(Wuensch, 2012). I was not able to run a Cattell’s s because I did not have enough of the
right kinds of variables (similar across both groups and/or salient variables across both
groups) (Cattell et al., 1969; Wuensch, 2012). Below I present PCA findings in three
phases: comparing Gen Y leavers with non-Gen Y leavers and comparing Gen Y movers
with non-Gen Y movers; and a discussion between movers and leavers by age.
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Comparing Gen Y Leavers with Non-Gen Y Leavers
The following seven variables were dropped to achieve the final PCA for Gen Y
leavers: “because I did not have enough autonomy over my classroom at last year’s
school”; “dissatisfaction with large numbers of students in the classroom”; “because I did
not feel prepared to mainstream special needs students in my regular classroom”;
“student discipline problems”; “because I felt that there were too many intrusions on my
teaching time”; “because I was dissatisfied with the lack of influence I had over school
policies and practices”; and “dissatisfied with support for preparing my students for
assessments” as important reasons for leaving the profession. The rotated component
matrix for Gen Y leavers, presented below in Table 22, includes 12 variables and 4
components.
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Table 22. Rotated Component Matrix for Gen Y Leaver Teachers
Component
Dissatisfaction
Accountability

Issues with

Fundamental

with

and Working

Administration

Job Needs

Performance-

Conditions

and Support

Not Met

based

(1)

(2)

(3)

Compensation
(4)

Dissatisfied with changes in job

.169

.809

.026

.091

.062

.173

.680

-.240

Wanted a higher standard of living

-.008

.018

.686

.197

Dissatisfied with lack of professional

.330

.107

.667

.073

Dissatisfied with career

.234

.474

.651

-.018

Dissatisfied with working conditions

.671

.363

.183

-.073

Dissatisfied with administrators

.170

.885

.153

.136

Dissatisfied with lack of support

.167

.851

.271

-.044

Dissatisfied with how student

.807

.258

.093

-.074

.095

.134

.043

.928

description or responsibilities
Dissatisfied with grade level or subject
area

development opportunities

assessments and school accountability
measures impacted my teaching
Dissatisfied with having my
compensation, benefits, or rewards
tied to student performance
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Table 22 (cont’d). Rotated Component Matrix for Gen Y Leaver Teachers
Component
Dissatisfaction
Accountability

Issues with

Fundamental

with

and Working

Administration

Job Needs

Performance-

Conditions

and Support

Not Met

based

(1)

(2)

(3)

Compensation
(4)

Dissatisfied with influence

.872

.079

-.013

.119

.745

.041

.324

.194

22.3%

22.1%

17.1%

8.8%

assessments had on curriculum
Dissatisfied with other aspects of
accountability
Percent Variance Explained by
Component in Overall Model
Note: High loadings for items retained on each component are in boldface.

Component 1 for Gen Y teachers is made up of four variables: “dissatisfaction
with working conditions”; “dissatisfaction with how student assessments and
accountability were impacting teaching”; “dissatisfaction with how student assessments
and accountability were impacting curriculum”; and “dissatisfaction with other aspects of
accountability.” There is a group of Gen Y teachers who were all similarly likely to
respond that these reasons were important in their decision to leave the profession of
teaching. I call Component 1 “accountability and working conditions”—it accounts for
22.3% of the variation in the overall Gen Y leaver teachers’ PCA model which is nearly
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the same amount of variation accounted for by Component 2 discussed below. The
variables in the “accountability and working conditions” component for Gen Y leaver
teachers loaded clearly and highly, with “dissatisfaction with influence of assessments on
curriculum” loading the highest. Cronbach’s Alpha for Component 1 of the Gen-Y leaver
teachers is .824, suggesting high internal consistency across the items that comprise the
component.
The second component for Gen Y teachers who left the profession is made up of
three variables: “dissatisfied with changes in job description or responsibilities”;
“dissatisfied with administrators”; and “dissatisfied with lack of support.” Component 2
for Gen Y teachers concentrates on “issues with administration and support” —this group
of younger teachers who left the profession did so for reasons related to the building
administration in their school during 2007-2008, including the support from
administrators and the impact they likely had on the teachers’ daily job responsibilities.
The variables in the “issues with administration and support” component all loaded
clearly and highly with the variable about dissatisfaction with administrators representing
the strongest reason for leaving cited by this group of teachers. This component has a
Cronbach’s Alpha of .866, suggesting high internal consistency among the items in the
component. Furthermore, the component accounts for 22.1% of the variation in the
overall PCA model for Gen Y leaver teachers. Together, Components 1 and 2 for the Gen
Y leaver teachers account for nearly half of all of the variation in the overall model.
The third component for Gen Y leaver teachers is called “fundamental job needs
not met” – this component is comprised of four variables: “wanted a higher standard of
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living”; “dissatisfied with grade level or subject area”; “dissatisfied with lack of
professional development opportunities”; and “dissatisfied with career.” The Cronbach’s
Alpha for Component 3 is .675, suggesting relatively strong reliability across the items
that comprise the component. The “fundamental job needs not met” component
represents a group of Gen Y teachers who were similarly like to respond that these
reasons were the most important ones in their decision to leave the profession. This group
suggests young (and likely new) teachers whose professional values contradicted
fundamental aspects of the job, such as the types of professional development
opportunities that are routinely offered and the standard of living related to the
profession. The variables on the “fundamental job needs not met” component loaded
clearly and highly and the component accounts for 17.1% of the variation in the overall
model for this group of teachers.
The fourth and final component for the Gen Y leaver teachers is made up of only
one variable that loaded clearly and highly at .928. It is not customary to retain
components with single items; however, removing this variable from the model decreases
the overall percentage of variance for the model to 62% (from 69.3%). Furthermore, the
component has theoretical support. I call Component 4—“dissatisfaction with
performance compensation” – the component represents a group of Gen Y teachers who
were similarly likely to say that having their pay or benefits influenced by student
assessment outcomes was a singular driving reason for leaving the profession.
Table 23 below presents the final rotated component matrix for non-Gen Y
leavers. The following variables were dropped to achieve the final model for this group:
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“felt that there were too many intrusions on my teaching time”; “dissatisfied with
changes in job description or responsibilities”; “dissatisfied with large numbers of
students;” “dissatisfied with other aspects of accountability”; and “wanted a higher
standard of living” all as important reasons for leaving the profession. The rotated
component matrix for non-Gen Y leavers, presented below in Table 23, includes 14
variables and 3 components.
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Table 23. Rotated Component Matrix for Non-Gen Y Leaver Teachers
Component
Accountability
School and
and Special

Fundamental

Needs

Issues with

Students

Teaching (3)

Classroom
Conditions
(1)
(2)
Dissatisfied with grade level or subject area

.074

.276

.798

Dissatisfied with career

.413

.327

.617

Did not have enough autonomy over my classroom

.688

.338

.178

Did not feel prepared to mainstream special needs

.279

.611

.261

Dissatisfied with lack of support

.836

.114

.363

Dissatisfied with administrator

.856

.047

.314

Dissatisfied with lack of influence I had over school

.748

.224

.313

.367

.786

.088

.083

.622

.449

.162

.866

.123

.715

.240

-.224

Dissatisfied with workplace conditions

.718

.292

.037

Student discipline problems

.725

.283

.040

students in my regular classes

policies and practices
Dissatisfied with how student assessments and school
accountability measures impacted my teaching
Dissatisfied with having my compensation, benefits,
or rewards tied to student performance
Dissatisfied with influence assessments had on
curriculum
Dissatisfied with professional development
opportunities
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Table 23 (cont’d). Rotated Component Matrix for Non-Gen Y Leaver Teachers
Component
Accountability
School and
and Special

Fundamental

Needs

Issues with

Students

Teaching (3)

Classroom
Conditions
(1)
(2)
Dissatisfied with support for preparing my students

.259

.770

.212

32.2%

23.6%

12.6%

for assessments
Percent Variance Explained by Component in
Overall Model
Note: High loadings for items retained on each component are in boldface.

The first component for the non-Gen Y leaver teachers is made up of seven
variables and accounts for the most variance in the overall model (32.2%). I call the first
component, “school and classroom conditions” because all seven variables that comprise
this component focus on a specific group of leaver teachers’ direct experiences with their
schools and classrooms, including feeling like they did not have enough autonomy over
their classroom, being dissatisfied with school administrators, and experiencing student
discipline problems. The highest loading variable on this component is “dissatisfaction
with administrators” (.856). All seven of the variables in the “school and classroom
conditions” component load highly and clearly. Cronbach’s Alpha for Component 1 is
.908 suggesting very high internal consistency among the variables that comprise the
component.
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The second component for the non-Gen Y leaver teachers focuses on
dissatisfaction with accountability as well as feeling underprepared to mainstream special
needs students—I call Component 2 “accountability and special needs students.” The
component is comprised of five variables: “did not feel prepared to mainstream special
needs students in my regular classes,” “dissatisfied with how student assessments and
school accountability measures impacted my teaching,” “dissatisfied with having my
compensation, benefits, or rewards tied to student performance,” “dissatisfied with
influence assessments had on curriculum,” and “dissatisfied with support for preparing
my students for assessments”—there is a group of non-Gen Y leaver teachers who were
similarly likely to respond that these were important reasons for leaving the profession.
All variables in this component loaded clearly and highly with “dissatisfaction with
influence assessments had on curriculum” loading the highest (.866). Cronbach’s Alpha
for Component 2 is .863 suggesting high internal consistency across the variables that
comprise the component.
The third and final component for the non-Gen Y leaver teachers is made up of
only two variables that loaded clearly and highly: “dissatisfaction with grade level or
subject area” (.798) and “dissatisfied with career” (.617). I call this component
“fundamental issues with teaching.” These non-Gen Y leaver teachers were similarly
likely to say that they had become dissatisfied with teaching as a career and decided to
leave the profession or they were dissatisfied with the grade level or subject area they
taught in 2007-2008 and considered that a reflection on the overall job of teaching (and
not something that would improve by simply moving and changing schools) and
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therefore, they left teaching entirely. Component 3 accounts for 12.6% of the overall
variation in the PCA model for non-Gen Y leaver teachers and the Cronbach’s Alpha for
the component is .660 suggesting a relatively high internal consistency among the
variables in the component.
After presenting findings for Gen Y leavers and non-Gen Y leavers separately, I
now turn to a discussion of a comparison of the two groups. I will compare the PCA for
Gen Y and non-Gen Y leavers in three ways:
1. The overall number, order, and focus of components of the two groups.
2. The variables that comprise the components for the Gen Y and non-Gen Y
leavers.
3. The loadings of the variables within the components for Gen Y and non-Gen Y
leavers.
Table 24 summarizes the components and variables that comprise the components
for the leavers by age (generation).
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Table 24. Components for Leavers by Age (Generation) and Variables that Comprise the Components
Gen Y Leavers

Non-Gen Y Leavers

Accountability and Working Conditions (1)

School and Classroom Conditions (1)





Dissatisfied with influence assessments had on
curriculum



Did not have enough autonomy over my
classroom

Dissatisfied with how student assessments and



Dissatisfied with administrators

school accountability measures impacted my



Dissatisfied with lack of support

teaching



Dissatisfied with lack of influence I had over



Dissatisfied with other aspects of accountability



Dissatisfied with workplace conditions

school policies and practices


Student discipline problems



Dissatisfied with workplace conditions



Dissatisfied with professional development
opportunities

Issues with Administration and Support (2)

Accountability and Special Needs (2)



Dissatisfied with administrators





Dissatisfied with lack of support



Dissatisfied with changes in job description or

Did not feel prepared to mainstream special
needs students in my regular classes



Dissatisfied with having my compensation,
benefits, or rewards tied to student performance

responsibilities


Dissatisfied with influence assessments had on
curriculum



Dissatisfied with how student assessments and
school accountability measures impacted my
teaching



Dissatisfied with support for preparing my
students for assessments
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Table 24 (cont’d). Components for Leavers by Age (Generation) and Variables that Comprise the
Components
Gen Y Leavers

Non-Gen Y Leavers

Fundamental Job Needs Not Met (3)

Fundamental Issues with Teaching (3)



Wanted a higher standard of living



Dissatisfied with grade level or subject area



Dissatisfied with grade level or subject area



Dissatisfied with career



Dissatisfied with professional development
opportunities



Dissatisfied with career

Dissatisfied with Performance-based Compensation
(4)


Dissatisfied with having my compensation,
benefits, or rewards tied to student performance

Gen Y and non-Gen Y teachers have several differences in their professional
values related to teaching and therefore reasons for deciding to leave the profession
between 2007-2008 and 2008-2009. In terms of the overall number, order, and focus of
the components, Gen Y teachers have four components and non-Gen Y teachers only
have three components, with the primary difference being a group of Gen Y teachers who
decided to leave the profession due to having their compensation and benefits influenced
by student assessments (Component 4) that is different than the group of Gen Y teachers
who decided to leave the profession as a result of other accountability-related issues (e.g.,
impact of assessments on curriculum and teaching) (Component 1). Dissatisfaction with
having one’s compensation and benefits influenced by student assessments contradicts
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Gen Y leaver teachers’ professional values less than all other issues related to
accountability. For non-Gen Y teachers, all aspects related to accountability, including
dissatisfaction with having one’s compensation and benefits impacted by student
assessment outcomes, are part of one component (i.e., Component 2 for non-Gen Y
leavers). Also, for Gen Y leaver teachers, the first two components in the model—
“accountability and working conditions” and “issues with administration and support”
account for nearly the same amount of variance in the overall PCA model (22.3% and
22.1%, respectively) suggesting that the two areas are important to Gen Y leaver
teachers’ decisions to leave the profession but to two separate groups of individuals
within the larger Gen Y leaver group. On the other hand, for the non-Gen Y leaver
teachers, the strongest component in the model, and therefore the one that contradicts
with non-Gen Y leaver teachers’ professional values the most, is “school and classroom
conditions.” This component for the non-Gen Y leaver teachers accounts for 32.2% of the
variance in the overall PCA model. Component 2 for the non-Gen Y leaver teachers is
“accountability and special needs” and it accounts for 23.6% of the variation in the
overall PCA model for this group of teachers. Last, the third component for both the Gen
Y and non-Gen Y leaver teachers is seemingly related. There is a group of Gen Y leaver
teachers who decided to leave the profession between 2007-2008 because their
fundamental job needs were not being met, such as wanting a higher standard of living,
being dissatisfied with professional development opportunities, or being dissatisfied with
the grade level or subject area they taught in 2007-2008. These younger professionals
likely considered these issues to be a referendum on the teaching profession and
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therefore, exited the profession as a result rather than moving to another school. For nonGen Y leaver teachers, Component 3 (“fundamental issues with teaching”) is somewhat
more isolated—this group of non-Gen Y leaver teachers exited the profession between
2007-2008 due to being dissatisfied with the career or being dissatisfied with the grade
level or subject area they had been teaching.
In terms of the variables that comprise the components and the variable loadings
across the two models, one overall difference is that Components 1 and 2 for the non-Gen
Y leaver teachers are each comprised of several variables whereas those similar
components for the Gen-Y teachers have fewer variables. Non-Gen Y teachers’
professional values disconnect with a larger number of items than the Gen Y teachers and
therefore, they cite a broader range of reasons as important factors in their decision to
leave the profession. Gen Y leaver teachers’ components tend to be more specific and
made up of fewer variables. For example, a group of Gen Y leaver teachers hones in on
three variables related to administration and support as the specific reasons for leaving
the profession in their Component 2 whereas the somewhat similar group of non-Gen Y
leaver teachers identifies seven areas of school and classroom conditions as important to
their reasons for leaving the profession (Component 1). For both groups, the two
variables that consistently load the highest are “dissatisfaction with administrators” and
“dissatisfaction with the influence of student assessments on curriculum.”
To compare similar components across the two groups, I ran several Pearson r to
establish the below findings.
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The Pearson r between Component 1 for Gen Y leavers (“accountability and working
conditions”) and Component 2 for non-Gen Y leavers (“accountability and special
needs”) is .67, indicating a fairly high level of similarity between the two
components. Despite a few differences in items, the Gen Y teachers who leave the
profession because of accountability reasons are generally similar to the non-Gen Y
teachers who leave the profession for these same reasons. Nevertheless, it is
important to remember that “accountability and working conditions” is a more
important component relative to other components for Gen Y leaver teachers’ reasons
for leaving than “accountability and special needs” is relative to the other components
in the non-Gen Y leaver teacher model. In other words, accountability is one of the
most important factors in Gen Y teachers’ decisions to leave teaching whereas for
non-Gen Y teachers, it is less important than school and classroom conditions.



The Pearson r between Component 2 for Gen Y leavers (“issues with administration
and support”) and Component 1 for non-Gen Y leavers (“school and classroom
conditions”) is .72 indicating a high level of similarity between the two components.
Component 2 for the Gen Y leaver teachers appears to be a more specifically-focused
component than Component 1 for the non-Gen Y leavers; nevertheless, the Pearson r
result indicates that the components measure very similar concepts and overall
reasons for two different groups of teachers to leave the profession.



The Pearson r coefficient for a comparison of Component 3 for Gen Y leavers
(“fundamental job needs not met”) and Component 3 for non-Gen Y leavers
(“fundamental issues with teaching) is .27 suggesting a weak relationship between the
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two components. Component 3 for the young professionals measures a different
concept than what is measured by Component 3 for the non-Gen Y teachers.
The findings for the comparison between Gen Y teacher leavers and non-Gen Y
teacher leavers partially support and partially contradict Research Question and
Hypothesis 4. The professional values of leaver teachers by age (generation) certainly
vary. Both groups of teachers have an accountability component—the component
accounts for 22.3% of the variation in the model for Gen Y teachers and 23.6% of the
variation in the model for non-Gen Y teachers. While the accountability component
accounts for more overall variation in the non-Gen Y teachers’ model, it is second in
variation accounted for to a component that captures dissatisfaction with school and
classroom conditions as important reasons for moving. On the other hand, there is a
group of Gen Y teachers who is just as likely to leave teaching for reasons related to
accountability as another group of Gen Y teachers is for reasons related to day-to-day
experiences in the school and classroom. I hypothesized that older teachers (non-Gen Y)
would be more likely than younger teachers to have professional values that contradicted
accountability and this is not necessarily the case.
Comparing Gen Y Movers with non-Gen Y Movers
The following variables were dropped to achieve the final PCA model for Gen Y
movers: “dissatisfaction with professional development opportunities”; “wanted a higher
standard of living”; “dissatisfied with other aspects of accountability”; “dissatisfied with
changes in job description or responsibilities”; “dissatisfied with how student assessments
and school accountability measures impacted my teaching”; and “dissatisfied with
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workplace conditions” as important reasons for changing schools between 2007-2008 and
2008-2009. The PCA model for Gen Y movers has four components and 12 variables.
The model is below in Table 25.
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Table 25. Rotated Component Matrix for Gen Y Mover Teachers
Component

School-based

Accountability

Conditions (1)

and Special

Classroom

Fundamental

-based

Teaching Issue

Conditions

(4)

Needs (2)
(3)
Dissatisfied with grade level or subject

.191

.072

.109

.939

.261

.427

.602

-.020

.123

-.041

.617

-.131

-.014

.724

.343

.146

.387

.410

.617

-.131

Student discipline problems

.667

-.001

.424

.139

Dissatisfied with administrators

.909

.139

.111

.095

Dissatisfied with lack of support

.908

.163

.094

.097

Dissatisfied with lack of influence I had

.782

.194

.166

.043

area
Too many intrusions on my teaching
time
Dissatisfied with large numbers of
students
Did not feel prepared to mainstream
special needs students in my regular
classes
Did not have enough autonomy over my
classroom at last year’s school

over school policies and practices
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Table 25 (cont’d). Rotated Component Matrix for Gen Y Mover Teachers
Component

School-based

Accountability

Conditions (1)

and Special

Classroom

Fundamental

-based

Teaching Issue

Conditions

(4)

Needs (2)
(3)
Dissatisfied with having my

.039

.799

-.111

-.039

.300

.718

.108

.204

.222

.823

.170

-.092

26.0%

23.3%

15.1%

8.7%

compensation, benefits, or rewards tied
to student performance
Dissatisfied with support for preparing
my students for assessments
Dissatisfied with influence assessments
had on curriculum
Percent Variance Explained by
Component in Overall Model
Note: High loadings for items retained on each component are in boldface.

The first component for Gen Y movers focuses on “school-based conditions”
issues and accounts for the most overall variation in the PCA model for this group of
teachers (26.0%). There is a group of Gen Y teachers who were similarly likely to say
that aspects of schools and classrooms, such as student discipline problems,
dissatisfaction with administrators and lack of support, and lack of influence in one’s
classroom were the most important reasons for moving schools. The variables on this
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component loaded clearly and highly with two variables loading the highest: dissatisfied
with administrators (.909) and dissatisfied with lack of support (.908). The Cronbach’s
Alpha for the “school-based conditions” component is .882 suggesting high internal
consistency across the variables that comprise the component.
Component 2 for the Gen Y mover teachers is comprised of four variables and is
focused on “accountability and special needs.” This component suggests a group of Gen
Y teachers who moved schools for reasons related to dissatisfaction from the impact of
assessments on curriculum, dissatisfaction with lack of support for preparing students for
assessments, dissatisfaction with having their compensation, benefits, or rewards
influenced by student assessments, and feeling unprepared to mainstream special needs
students. The variables on this component loaded clearly and highly, with “dissatisfaction
with influence assessments had on curriculum” loading the highest (.823). Cronbach’s
Alpha for Component 2 is .806 suggesting a high level of internal consistency among the
variables that comprise the component.
The third component for Gen Y mover teachers is similar to the first but focused
more on “classroom-based conditions” (rather than school-based conditions). This
component is comprised of three variables: did not feel there was enough autonomy over
classroom, too many intrusions on teach time, and dissatisfied with large number of
students in the classroom. The “classroom-based conditions” component suggests a group
of Gen Y teachers whose professional values did not align with their experiences in the
classroom during 2007-2008 and therefore they decided to change schools in search of
classroom conditions that were more in line with their expectations for teaching.
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Cronbach’s Alpha for this component is .696 suggesting a fairly high level of internal
consistency across the variables.
The fourth and final component for Gen Y mover teachers is comprised of only
one variable that loaded very highly: dissatisfied with grade level or subject area (.939).
In PCA, it is not conventional to accept a component that has only one variable; however,
when I attempted to force the PCA model to have fewer components, the overall
variation that the model accounted for significantly lowered. Including four components
in the overall model captured 73.1% of the cumulative variation. This one-variable
component points to a “fundamental teaching issue”– a group of Gen Y mover teachers
who changed schools because they wanted to teach a different grade level or subject area.
These teachers may have moved to a different school or school district where they knew
they would be staffed in a classroom that aligned with the grade level or subject area in
which they wanted to teach.
Table 26 below presents the rotated component matrix for non-Gen Y movers,
which has fourteen variables and three components. The following variables were
dropped to achieve the final model for this group: “felt that there were too many
intrusions on my teaching time”; “dissatisfied with grade level or subject area”; “did not
feel prepared to mainstream special needs students in my regular classes”; and
“dissatisfied with grade level or subject area” all as important reasons for leaving the
profession.
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Table 26. Rotated Component Matrix for Non-Gen Y Mover Teachers
Component
Classroom and
School-based

Accountability (2)

Job Fit (3)

.706

.134

.076

Wanted a higher standard of living

.073

.049

.921

Dissatisfied with professional development

.669

.246

.238

.704

.157

.168

Dissatisfied with workplace conditions

.661

.389

-.154

Student discipline problems

.685

.316

.107

Dissatisfied with administrators

.862

.217

-.099

Dissatisfied with lack of support

.853

.268

-.075

Dissatisfied with lack of influence I had over

.722

.457

.061

.482

.696

.131

.306

.709

-.155

.148

.691

.320

Conditions (1)
Dissatisfied with changes in job description or
responsibilities

opportunities at last year’s school
Did not have enough autonomy over my
classroom at last year’s school

school policies and practices
Dissatisfied with how student assessments
and school accountability measures impacted
my teaching
Dissatisfied with support for preparing my
students for assessments
Dissatisfied with having my compensation,
benefits, or rewards tied to student
performance
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Table 26 (cont’d). Rotated Component Matrix for Non-Gen Y Mover Teachers
Component
Classroom and
School-based

Accountability (2)

Job Fit (3)

.150

.877

-.038

.436

.697

.076

35.0%

24.3%

8.2%

Conditions (1)
Dissatisfied with influence assessments had
on curriculum
Dissatisfied with other aspects of
accountability
Percent Variance Explained by Component
in Overall Model
Note: High loadings for items retained on each component are in boldface.

The first component for the non-Gen Y movers focuses on “classroom and
school-based conditions.” This component is comprised of eight variables and accounts
for the most variance in the overall PCA model (35%). The “classroom and school-based
conditions” component suggests a group of non-Gen Y teachers who were similarly
likely to cite reasons such as student discipline, lack of autonomy over one’s classroom,
workplace conditions, and dissatisfaction with administrator as reasons for moving
schools. All of the variables on this component loaded clearly and highly, with
“dissatisfaction with administrators” loading the highest (.862). Cronbach’s Alpha for
this component is .910 suggesting very high internal consistency among the variables that
comprise the component.
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The second component of the non-Gen Y teachers is made up of five variables
that all loaded clearly and highly. This component points to a group of non-Gen Y
teachers who were similarly likely to cite “accountability” reasons as the most important
in their decision to move schools. The highest loaded variable on this component is
“dissatisfaction with influence assessments had on curriculum” (.877). Cronbach’s Alpha
for this component is .858 suggesting high internal consistency across the variables in the
component.
The third and final component for non-Gen Y mover teachers is comprised of
only one variable that loaded very highly: wanted a higher standard of living (.921). As
previously discussed, it is not conventional in PCA to accept a component that has only
one variable; however, when I attempted to force the PCA model to have more or fewer
components, the overall variation that the model accounted for significantly lowered.
Including this third component in the overall model captured 67.5% of the cumulative
variation. This one-variable component clearly points to “job fit” – a group of non-Gen Y
mover teachers who were similarly likely to change schools because they wanted a higher
standard of living. These teachers may have moved to a school district where they knew
the salary would be higher than what they were earning during the 2007-2008 school
year.
After presenting findings for Gen Y movers and non-Gen Y movers separately, I
now turn to a discussion of a comparison of the two groups. I will compare the PCA for
Gen Y and non-Gen Y movers in three ways:
1. The overall number, order, and focus of components of the two groups.
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2. The variables that comprise the components for the women leavers and men
leavers.
3. The loadings of the variables within the components for women leavers and men
leavers.
Table 27 summarizes the components and variables that comprise the components for
the movers by age (generation).
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Table 27. Components for Movers by Age (Generation) and Variables that Comprise the Components
Gen Y Movers

Non-Gen Y Movers

School-based Conditions (1)

Classroom- and School-based Conditions (1)



Student discipline problems





Dissatisfied with administrators



Dissatisfied with lack of support



Dissatisfied with lack of influence I had over
school policies and practices

Dissatisfaction with changes in job description
or responsibilities



Did not have enough autonomy over my
classroom



Dissatisfied with administrators



Dissatisfied with lack of support



Dissatisfied with lack of influence I had over
school policies and practices



Student discipline problems



Dissatisfied with workplace conditions



Dissatisfied with professional development
opportunities

187
Table 27 (cont’d). Components for Movers by Age (Generation) and Variables that Comprise the
Components
Gen Y Movers

Non-Gen Y Movers

Accountability and Special Needs (2)

Accountability (2)





Did not feel prepared to mainstream special
needs students in my regular classes



Dissatisfied with having my compensation,

benefits, or rewards tied to student performance


benefits, or rewards tied to student performance




Dissatisfied with support for preparing my

Dissatisfied with having my compensation,

Dissatisfied with influence assessments had on
curriculum



Dissatisfied with how student assessments and

students for assessments

school accountability measures impacted my

Dissatisfied with influence assessments had on

teaching

curriculum



Dissatisfied with support for preparing my
students for assessments



Dissatisfied with other aspects of accountability

Classroom-based Conditions (3)

Job Fit (3)





Did not have enough autonomy over my

Wanted a higher standard of living

classroom


Felt that there were too many intrusions on my
teaching time



Dissatisfied with large numbers of students

Fundamental Teaching Issue (4)


Dissatisfied with grade level or subject area

In terms of the overall number, order, and focus of the components between the
two groups, the Gen Y mover teacher model has four components while the non-Gen Y
mover teacher model has only three components. The Gen Y mover teacher model has a
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component that focuses on school-based conditions (Component 1 accounts for 26% of
the variation in the overall model) and a separate component that focuses on classroombased conditions (Component 3 accounts for 15.1% of the variation in the overall model).
This means that there is one group of Gen Y mover teachers who moved schools largely
as a result of dissatisfaction with school-based conditions and a separate group of Gen Y
mover teachers who changed schools as a result of dissatisfaction with classroom-based
conditions. On the other hand, there is only one group of non-Gen Y teachers who are
similarly likely to have moved schools as a result of all of these factors—classroom- and
school-based reasons. Component 1 (“classroom- and school-based conditions”) accounts
for 35% of the non-Gen Y mover teacher model. Additionally, the second component for
each of the models focuses on accountability—the component accounts for 23.3% of the
variation for the Gen Y mover teachers and 24.3% of the variation for the non-Gen Y
mover teachers. Last, both models have a one-variable component that speaks to a group
of teachers, regardless of age, who moved schools because of job fit (“wanted a higher
standard of living”) or a fundamental teaching issue (“dissatisfied with grade level or
subject area”). Both of these one-variable components loaded clearly and highly. These
teachers most likely moved schools because they were aware of a nearby school district
that paid higher salaries to their teachers than the school district in which they worked
during the 2007-2008 school year or they wanted to teach in a school that would staff
them in a classroom that reflected their preferred grade level or subject area.
In terms of the variables that comprise the components between the two groups as
well as the variable loadings, the “accountability” component for the Gen Y and non-Gen

189
Y mover teachers are similar with one notable difference. Gen Y mover teachers include
a variable about feeling unprepared to mainstream special needs students in their overall
accountability component. This same variable is not even a part of the overall PCA
model for non-Gen Y teachers. Nevertheless, the Pearson r result comparing Component
2 on both models is .83, indicating a high level of similarity between the accountability
components for both sets of movers. These comparative findings suggest that the Gen Y
teachers who change schools because of accountability reasons are similar to the non-Gen
Y teachers who change schools for these same reasons. When combined, the variables in
Component 1 (“school-based conditions”) and Component 3 (“classroom-based
conditions”) for Gen Y mover teachers nearly mirror the set of variables that comprise
Component 1 (“classroom- and school-based conditions”) for the non-Gen Y mover
teachers. Therefore, I ran a Pearson r to compare Component 1 for the non-Gen Y mover
teachers with Components 1 and 3 for the Gen Y mover teachers to examine the
empirical similarities and differences. The Pearson r between Component 1 across both
models is .92, suggesting high similarity between the Gen Y mover teachers who
changed schools because of school-based conditions and the non-Gen Y mover teachers
who changed schools because of classroom- and school-based conditions. Despite the
fairly high similarity between the two components (“school conditions” for Gen Y
teachers and “school and classroom conditions” for non-Gen Y teachers), it is worth
noting that Component 1 for the non-Gen Y teachers seems like a more powerful
component in that it captures several more issue areas that serve as the impetus for nonGen Y teachers to change schools. “School and classroom conditions” as a general area
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seems to matter more for the movers who are older than for movers who are younger.
Interestingly, the Pearson r comparing Component 1 for the non-Gen Y mover teachers
(“classroom- and school-based conditions) with Component 3 for the Gen Y teachers
(“classroom-based conditions”) is -.24 suggesting low and inverse reliability between the
two overall components—those Gen Y teachers who changed schools because of
classroom-based reasons are not at all similar to the non-Gen Y teachers who changed
schools for overall classroom- and school-based reasons. Last, aside from the singlevariable components (Component 4 for Gen Y teachers and Component 3 for non-Gen Y
teachers), the highest loaded individual variables in the overall model for Gen Y teachers
are: dissatisfaction with administrators (.909) and dissatisfaction with lack of support
(.908) and the highest loaded variable in the overall model for non-Gen Y teachers is:
dissatisfaction with influence of student assessments on curriculum (.877).
Part of the hypothesis for Research Question 4 suggests that non-Gen Y teachers
will be more likely to move schools than Gen Y teachers because of accountability
issues. This hypothesis is not supported through the principal components analysis. Both
Gen Y and non-Gen Y movers have an accountability component that suggests reasons
for changing schools that relate to teachers’ professional values not aligning with aspects
of accountability reform. The component accounts for nearly the same amount of
variance in both models (23.3% for Gen Y movers and 24.3% for non-Gen Y movers).
A Discussion across Movers and Leavers by Age
Research Question and Hypothesis 4 concentrate on a comparison between
movers and leavers by age (generation). The first part of Research Question 4 seeks to
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examine whether there are differences in the professional values of movers and leavers
by age. The findings described above certainly respond to that question—there are
several differences in the professional values of movers and leavers by age that are
demonstrated in the reasons they cite for leaving the profession and changing schools.
There are some individual components across groups that are similar but on the whole,
the professional values of Gen Y leavers are different from the professional values of Gen
Y movers, and the professional values of non-Gen Y leavers are different from the
professional values of non-Gen Y movers. Similarly, the overall professional values of
Gen Y leavers are different from the overall professional values of non-Gen Y leavers
and the overall professional values of Gen Y movers are slightly different than those of
the non-Gen Y movers.
Research Question 4 also seeks to understand the extent to which aspects of the
teacher accountability movement are differentially impacting, by age, teachers’ career
decisions to leave the profession or to change schools. In fact, Hypothesis 4 suggests that
accountability pressures will matter more for non-Gen Y leavers and movers than for Gen
Y leavers and movers, and that of the non-Gen Y teachers, accountability pressures will
have impacted those who left the profession more than those who moved. This hypothesis
is more or less not supported by the research. More information about this finding and
two additional overall findings are below.
1. The accountability component accounts for a little over 20% of the variation in
each of the four groups’ overall models, suggesting relatively similar levels of
importance of these issues to teachers’ reasons for moving schools and leaving the
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profession across age (generation). Furthermore, accountability is the second most
important component in the overall model for non-Gen Y leavers as well as Gen
Y and non-Gen Y movers (largely behind issues related to dissatisfaction with
school- and classroom-based conditions). However, the accountability component
for the Gen Y leavers is one of the two most important components in the overall
model (nearly equivalent to “issues with administration and support”). And,
despite the importance of accountability issues and dissatisfaction with working
conditions to Gen Y teachers’ reasons for leaving the profession, dissatisfaction
with having one’s compensation, benefits, and rewards influenced by student
assessments is a separate component for these teachers and it accounts for only
8.8% of the variation in the overall model. On the other hand, dissatisfaction with
having one’s compensation influenced by student assessments is part of the
accountability component for all of the other groups. Therefore, accountability
pressures are a strong reason for Gen Y teachers to leave the profession but they
do not consider performance-based compensation as part of those overall
accountability pressures whereas the other three groups do.
2. When looking across movers and leavers by age (generation), another notable
finding is the strength of issues related to dissatisfaction with school or classroom
conditions as important reasons for their career decisions. Despite the increase in
accountability pressures in teachers’ daily lives, issues such as dissatisfaction with
administrators, lack of support, student discipline, and lack of influence over
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school policies and practices continue to be some of the most important reasons
that teachers of any age will move schools or leave teaching.
3. The other major finding when examining mover and leaver teachers by age is that
the Gen Y teachers appear to be a more complicated, nuanced group to identify
than the non-Gen Y teachers in terms of their professional values and reasons for
deciding to change schools or leave teaching. For example, the PCA models for
the Gen Y movers and leavers have four components whereas the models for the
non-Gen Y movers and leavers only have three components, thereby suggesting
that the Gen Y teachers have more overall reasons for moving schools or leaving
teaching. One consistent way this plays out is the way in which groups of Gen Y
teachers identify very specific sets of reasons for deciding to move schools or
leave the profession, such as specific issues related to administration and lack of
support (Component 2 for Gen Y leaver teachers) and separating school-based
issues as a reason to move schools (Component 1 for Gen Y movers) from
classroom-based issues as a reason to move schools (Component 3 for Gen Y
movers).

CHAPTER EIGHT
DISCUSSION AND CONSIDERATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
Education reform and policy efforts have focused a great deal on teachers over the
past decade or more. Teachers’ jobs are changing immensely and at the same time,
teacher churn and attrition continues to rise. My dissertation research used a powerful,
national dataset to learn more about the professional values of teachers, the extent to
which these professional values do or do not align with features of the recent teacher
accountability movement, and whether or not teachers are making career decisions (to
leave teaching or move schools) based on such professional values. As described in early
chapters of this dissertation, American school teachers have become the focus of a widerange of education policy changes that have come to impact their day-to-day work in a
variety of ways and all in the name of improving student outcomes, minimizing the
achievement gap, and keeping the country competitive internationally. These changes
include increases in the types and number of student assessments that have impacted
curriculum and teaching, new methods of evaluating teachers’ performance (often using
results of student performance assessments), and experiments and policy changes focused
on reforming teacher pay and tenure. There is a vast array of research that identifies
trends in teacher attrition such as who leaves and from which schools teachers leave
(discussed in Chapter 2) yet far less research that has investigated teachers’ reported
reasons for making career decisions to change schools or leave the profession. Further
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still, there is a significant shortage of research on teachers’ reported reasons for leaving
or moving that are related to accountability reform—the most important education
policy initiative in the past decade.
With this research, I aimed to investigate the extent to which recent policy efforts
focused on accountability align with what today’s teachers want out of their job and if
not, whether they are making decisions to change schools or leave the profession as a
result. Furthermore, literature on gender and teachers’ work illustrates the many ways
that teaching is gendered work. Because of this, I also used this dissertation research to
examine whether the accountability movement is impacting teachers’ career decisions to
move schools or leave the profession differentially by gender. Last, we know from recent
research that there may be generational differences in the professional values of teachers;
therefore, I aimed in this study to look at the extent to which teachers’ professional values
vis a vis accountability may vary by age (generation) and whether these differences can
be seen in decisions to move schools or leave the profession.
In the sections that follow, I review and discuss the findings regarding each of my
four research questions and hypotheses. The key thematic areas include: 1) the overall
values of movers versus leavers regarding accountability (Research Questions and
Hypotheses 1 and 2); 2) the relationship between gender and accountability for movers
and leavers (Research Question and Hypothesis 3); and 3) the relationship between age
(generation) and accountability (Research Question and Hypothesis 4). Following this
discussion are several considerations for future research.
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Overall Values of Movers and Leavers Regarding Accountability: The Similarities
Say More Than the Differences
The beginning of the study focused on the professional values of overall mover
and leaver teacher groups. The first two Research Questions and Hypotheses are:


RQ1: What are the professional values of teachers who are “movers” and teachers
who are “leavers”? Do the professional values of movers and leavers reflect
dissatisfaction with components of the teacher accountability movement?



H1: For both movers and leavers, there will be one or more factors (i.e.
“professional values”) that reflect dissatisfaction with components of the teacher
accountability movement.



RQ2: Which group of teachers (movers or leavers) has professional values that
contradict more strongly with accountability reform?



H2: The accountability component and the factor loadings within the
accountability component will be stronger for leaver teachers than mover
teachers.
Results for these Research Questions and Hypotheses begin with findings outlined

in Chapter 4 (“Descriptives”) which show that broad life-course issues and practical
considerations (e.g., moving, family issues, childcare, health) drive a lot (although not
all) of the decisions to leave the profession or move schools. I removed these “practical”
variables from the PCA because I did not want them to overshadow findings related to
actual work experiences, particularly associated with accountability. However,
considering the findings from Chapter 4 (“Descriptives”) alongside the findings from the
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mover and leaver PCAs, teachers’ decisions to move schools or leave the profession
almost always point first to overarching sociological trends – people make career
decisions based on a multitude of factors based in time, space, and experience; and these
are often driven first by broad life course issues and practical considerations (especially
for women) and secondly by the extent to which peoples’ day to day experiences align
with their professional values, in this case school- and classroom-based conditions most
prominently (Gritz & Theobald, 1996; Imazeki, 2005; Strunk & Robinson, 2006).
When analyzed as full mover and leaver groups, teachers’ professional values
look strikingly similar—school- and classroom-based conditions are the most relevant in
overall decisions to change schools or leave the profession. In fact, for this study, I ran
principal components analysis for ten different groups (movers, leavers, women movers,
women leavers, men movers, men leavers, Gen Y movers, Gen Y leavers, non-Gen Y
movers, and non-Gen Y leavers). Across nine of the ten groups, the single component
that accounts for the most variation (or close to the most variation) in all of the models is
dissatisfaction with school- or classroom-based conditions (Gen Y and men leaver
teachers are different—their findings will be discussed in more detail in the following
sections). It is an important overall finding that despite a laser-focus on the potential
relationship between accountability reform and teachers’ career decisions, the most
common reasons mover and leaver teachers continue to cite for why they make changes
in their jobs is that they were not satisfied with experiences related to the kids they
taught, the administrator who lead them, or the condition of their school. Most previous
research on teacher attrition confirms that the types of workplace factors that drive
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teachers to leave the profession are: low salary, lack of support from administration, low
job satisfaction, workplace conditions, and poor student behavior (Borman & Dowling,
2008; Boyd et al., 2008; Guarino, Santibanez, & Daley, 2006; Henke et al., 2000;
Ingersoll, 2003; Johnson, Berg, & Donaldson, 2005; Luekens, Lyter, & Fox, 2004).
Nevertheless, accountability pressures did emerge in the PCA models as reasons
for leaving teaching or changing schools. There are clear groups of teachers who report
that the most important reasons they decided to leave the profession or change schools is
that they are dissatisfied with the influence of student assessments and other aspects of
accountability on their work as teachers. Furthermore, accountability measures may have
an indirect effect on leaving and moving by contributing to dissatisfaction with students,
administrators or school environment. While this research could not examine such
potential indirect effects, such indirect effects are plausible.
As the next sections will illustrate, the results are more nuanced when analyzing
the data by sub-groups.
The Relationship between Gender and Accountability
After focusing on the full mover and leaver teacher groups in the first two
research questions, I analyzed the third research question which focused on the variation
in professional values of the mover and leaver groups by gender. Research suggests that
work is gendered—men and women often value different aspects of their jobs and they
frequently have different experiences based on their gender. My study investigated men
and women teachers who left the profession as well as those who changed schools
between the 2007-2008 and 2008-2009 school years. I examined the extent to which job
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experiences related to teacher accountability differentially impacted the career decisions
of teachers based on their gender. Despite the findings from Cha and Cohen-Vogel
(2011) that workplace factors do not interact with individual factors to influence attrition,
I proceeded with the following Research Question and Hypothesis because I had more
recent data than they used and I concentrated specifically on workplace factors related to
accountability (which they did not):


RQ3: Do the professional values of teachers in these two groups vary by gender?
In other words, do men and women teachers differ in the values they cite as they
change schools or leave the profession?



H3: Across four groups [(1) men movers, (2) men leavers, (3) women movers,
and (4) women leavers], the factor loadings of women leavers will be the largest
for variables reflective of the teacher accountability movement. Following women
leavers will be men leavers, women movers, and men movers.
The first part of Research Question 3 seeks to examine whether there are

differences in the professional values of movers and leavers by gender. The results show
that there are several differences in the professional values of movers and leavers by
gender that are demonstrated in the reasons they cite for leaving the profession and
changing schools. More importantly, Research Question 3 also seeks to understand the
extent to which aspects of the teacher accountability movement are differentially
impacting men and women teachers’ career decisions to leave the profession or to change
schools. Hypothesis 3 suggests that accountability pressures will matter most (i.e., as a
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reason for leaving) for women leavers, followed by men leavers, women movers, and
men movers.
Overall, my hypothesis for research question 3 is not supported, particularly for
leavers—aspects of the accountability movement appear to contradict the professional
values of a specific group of male leavers more than the similar group of women teachers
who decided to leave the profession between 2007-2008 and 2008-2009. As previously
stated, male leavers had a PCA model in which the accountability component accounted
for more variation than any of the other components. In other words, across all of the
groups, male leaver teachers are the most likely to cite accountability reasons (e.g.
dissatisfaction with the impact of assessments on curriculum, their teaching, and their pay
and benefits as well as dissatisfaction with a perceived lack of support in preparing
students for high-stakes assessments) as extremely important to their decision to leave the
profession, more important than other reasons included in the PCA. This pattern does not
hold true for movers by gender. Similar to the leavers, I had predicted that women would
be more likely to move schools than men as a result of experiences with accountability
pressures. Accountability is not a particularly strong component for either group of
mover teachers’ models which is not altogether surprising—one is not likely to change
schools and not experience some level of accountability reform as it is nearly universal
across schools and districts. However, accountability does account for more variance in
the women movers’ model than the men movers’ model and the accountability
component for women movers has more variables overall than it does for the men
movers. Although these findings are not strong, they may suggest that women mover
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teachers were slightly more likely to change schools as a result of accountability-related
issues than were men mover teachers.
Therefore, I was largely wrong about the ways in which accountability reform
might differentially impact teachers by gender – male leavers appear to have professional
values that more strongly contradict with aspects of the accountability movement than
female leavers. I proposed in the literature review that teaching is shifting towards
bureaucratic work shored up by accountability reform and that this trend was largely
reflective of teaching becoming more routinized and standardized as a façade for
professionalization. This “orthodox view of work” requires, “ever higher levels of
education, training….At the same time…work has become increasingly subdivided into
petty operations that fail to sustain the interest or engage the capacities of humans with
current levels of education; that these petty operations demand ever less skill and
training; and that the modern trend of work by its ‘mindlessness’ and ‘bureaucratization’
is ‘alienating’….” (Braverman, 1974; p. 3). It may be the case that these shifts in the
teaching profession toward more routinized work are difficult for men teachers if they are
not in positions of power (such as the school administrator) or can see a direct line toward
achieving a position of power. Furthermore, if we rely on the research presented in
Chapter 2 (“Literature Review and Theoretical Background”) about some of the
differences in what men and women want out of work, routinized, standardized, and “deskilled” work would be particularly difficult for men teachers who tend to prioritize
autonomy as well as career and professional achievements—it is not that women workers
do not want these things but that they do not tend to put a premium on them for their job
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satisfaction in the same way that men do. Some men most certainly choose teaching in
part because of the opportunity to have personal relationships with children and to
exercise a level of autonomy over the craft of teaching, including the curriculum
administered in the classroom. When that value is threatened (as a result of
accountability), a key reason for staying in the profession is undermined, and they may
decide more quickly than women to leave the profession as a result (or move into an
administrative position). Accountability matters for women leaver teachers as well, but
the overall issue is not nearly as important to their reported reasons for leaving as school
and organizational issues, such as professional development opportunities, student
discipline problems, lack of support, and lack of influence. Women leavers’ professional
values mirror most of the rest of those in the study as well as the bulk of the teacher
attrition research presented in Chapter 2 which asserts that teachers primarily leave
teaching for reasons related to school characteristics or working conditions. The results
focused on the impact of accountability on teachers’ career decisions by gender suggest
that the teacher accountability movement may damage targeted efforts to recruit and
retain men teachers into schools and classrooms (Johnson, 2008)—men may leave the
profession more commonly than they have in the past due to increasing accountability
reform pressures. By implication, one of the nation’s largest professions will continue to
be dominated by women who are engaging in work that is increasingly characterized by
aspects of accountability and standardized control.
Study results also show that the role of school administrators and lack of support
from school leaders is prominent in teachers’ decisions to leave the profession and
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change schools and it varies somewhat across the groups. For example, these issues
matter greatly for women mover and leaver teachers and to some extent men mover
teachers but primarily as part of a larger group of issues reflective of their experiences
with the overall school and their individual classrooms (e.g., working conditions and
student discipline issues). On the other hand, school and organizational issues are the
least important in men teachers’ decisions to leave teaching (relative to the other
components) but when they do identify school and organizational issues, it is only those
that are reflective of their experiences with school leaders and a lack of support from
school leaders. Many researchers have shown the importance of the school administrator
and of professional support to whether or not a teacher continues to teach at a school
(Headden, 2014). The role of authority and administrator quality is an important aspect of
job satisfaction for all teachers but it is especially true of teachers who are men; and those
male teachers who left the profession because of their administrator or a lack of support
may have been more reactive to authority and control issues. Indeed, Chapter 4
(“Descriptives”) shows that 7% of the men leaver teachers left the profession as a result
of dissatisfaction with their administrator while only 4% of the women leaver teachers
left the profession as a result of dissatisfaction with administrator. Of the mover teachers,
11% of men teachers changed schools because of dissatisfaction with administrator while
only 4% of women teachers changed schools for this same reason. Perhaps a combination
of the pressure from external accountability mechanisms and poor leadership is the
perfect mix of trends that drives men from teaching positions more than women. If they
cannot have positions of power or leadership, perhaps teachers who are men have
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professional values that completely contradict accountability—they want more freedom
and autonomy in the classroom and input into overall school policies, and they desire a
school leader or administrator who provides them experiences that align with these
professional values.
Men teachers’ professional values and career decisions are particularly rational in
that they move schools when they are dissatisfied with issues that are most likely to be
school-specific and they leave the profession when they are dissatisfied with issues that
affect teachers’ work more generally. Women teachers, regardless of whether they moved
schools or left teaching, exhibit professional values that reveal the importance of school
and classroom experiences to their daily job satisfaction and their willingness to consider
particularly bad school and classroom experiences as a referendum on the profession of
teaching rather than a particular school.
It appears as though the results of this study add to the current understanding
about the extent to which workplace factors, such as accountability, interact with
individual characteristics, such as gender, to influence teachers’ decisions to change
schools or leave the profession. Researchers such as Cha and Cohen-Vogel (2011)
determined that there is no interaction between these two types of factors on teachers’
decisions; however, when using more recent data and incorporating aspects related to
teacher accountability reform, it does appear that teachers’ decisions to change schools or
leave the profession vary by gender.
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The Relationship between Age (Generation) and Accountability
Teachers’ professional values also vary by age (generation). For example, some
research suggests that Gen Y teachers (those born between 1977 - 1995) tend to be more
open to some aspects of the teacher accountability reform movement, such as the use of
performance measures for determining pay and other financial rewards, than do their
non-Gen Y counterparts (Coggshall et al., 2010). The final Research Question and
Hypothesis in my study examined variations by age (generation) in reasons for leaving
the teaching profession and for changing schools:


RQ4: Do the professional values of teachers in these two groups vary by age
(generation) in the values they cite as they move or leave?



H4: Older teachers (who move and leave) will be more likely than younger
teachers (who move and leave) to have professional values that are in contrast
with teacher accountability reform. Older teachers will be more likely to leave the
profession as a result of those professional values than move schools.
Hypothesis 4 is not supported. Both Gen Y and non-Gen Y mover and leaver

teachers have professional values that contradict aspects of accountability yet this
concept is not (as I hypothesized) stronger for older (non-Gen Y teachers) than younger
(Gen Y teachers) teachers, and only for Gen Y teachers is accountability a stronger
reason for leaving than for moving. Issues related to accountability matter more to Gen Y
teachers as reasons for leaving the profession than I hypothesized. In fact, along with
dissatisfaction with administrators and lack of support, accountability is one of the most
important reasons that Gen Y teachers decide to leave the profession. Interestingly, the
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strong accountability component for the Gen Y teachers does not include the variable
about dissatisfaction with having one’s compensation, benefits, or rewards influenced by
student performance—this variable emerged in the Gen Y leaver teachers’ PCA model
but separate from the overall accountability component and accounting for much less
variance in the model. This finding aligns with previous research showing that some Gen
Y teachers are more open to having their compensation based on their performance in the
classroom than are earlier generations (Coggshall et. al., 2010). To be clear, there is still a
group of Gen Y teachers who leave the profession as a result of performance-based
compensation; however, the group is not as large as those Gen Y teachers who leave
teaching for reasons pertaining to accountability reform that point more toward the
influence student performance measures are having on curriculum and teaching.
Further, a professional value that is as equally important to Gen Y leaver teachers
as accountability is the quality of their administrator and the lack of support they get in
their school. Similar to men leavers, when Gen Y leavers consider school and classroom
based conditions as reasons for leaving teaching, they hone in directly on the school
leader and the type and amount of support they receive. Dissatisfaction with
administrators and lack of support are highly loaded variables in other models but only as
a larger set of school- and classroom-based reasons for leaving and moving. Men leavers
and Gen Y leavers probably cite administration and support as important to their career
decisions for different reasons. I previously suggested that men leavers likely cited
dissatisfaction with administrators and lack of support as a reason for leaving teaching
because they contradicted with their professional values related to autonomy and control
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over their work and their classrooms. On the other hand, Gen Y leavers are likely citing
dissatisfaction with administrators and lack of support because research shows that they
desire (and likely were not receiving in 2007-2008), more than teachers of other
generations, sustained, constructive, and individualized feedback from principals to help
them become more effective in the classroom (Coggshall et. al., 2010).
An additional theme that emerged when comparing career decisions by age is that
Gen Y teachers have a more complicated, nuanced set of professional values than the
non-Gen Y teachers. For example, the PCA models for the Gen Y movers and leavers
have four components whereas the models for the non-Gen Y movers and leavers only
have three components, thereby suggesting that the Gen Y teachers have more overall
reasons for moving schools or leaving teaching and these reasons group together under
more themes. Gen Y mover and leaver teachers are quite specific in their identification of
reasons for their career decisions. As previously mentioned Gen Y leaver teachers cite
specific reasons related to school leadership or dissatisfaction with performance-based
compensation as reasons for leaving and Gen Y movers identify either school-based or
classroom-based reasons as determinants to change schools. Research about Gen Y
workers’ desires for work and job satisfaction suggests that they are able to identify very
precise job and professional needs that tend to be different from the way other
generations view their work (Coggshall et. al., 2010; Shaffer, 2008; Wellins & Schweyer,
n.d). My research shows that Gen Y teachers are also very specific in their professional
values and reasons for leaving the profession and moving schools.
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Some past research on Gen Y teachers has shown that these younger teachers
have specific desires for their work that are often different from teachers of other
generations. These desires range from how they see their relationships with their school
principals to an openness to how they are compensated for their work. It is one thing to
report in an opinion poll what one wants out of a job. It is another thing entirely to make
a career decision to move schools or leave a profession as a result of not having those
wants met. My research contributes to the current narrative about and understanding of
Gen Y teachers and illustrates that these young professionals will, in fact, leave the
profession of teaching for reasons related to accountability, such as too much influence
from student assessments on curriculum and teaching as well as for reasons related to
dissatisfaction with their school principal and a perceived lack of support. Given the
rising number of teachers in the profession who are Gen Y (Ingersoll & Merrill, 2013), it
will be imperative for researchers and policymakers to: ensure that these teachers have
the flexibility to work in schools with leaders that reflect their professional values;
continue monitoring the labor market decisions of this important demographic group; and
develop mechanisms to continually understand their evolving views on teaching and
work in general.
Considerations for Future Research
As with most research studies, several questions emerged along the way that were
not feasible to include in this project but that would be worthy of follow-up research. I
discuss below seven specific ideas for future research on the issue of teachers’ decisions
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to leave the profession or move schools as a result of experiences with accountability
reform.
1. Future research on this issue might include an analysis of where leaver teachers were
employed in 2008-2009 by gender and by age. The 2008-2009 TFS includes a
question that asks respondents to identify their current occupational status. I
examined the results of this question in the Descriptives Chapter and results show that
across the entire sample, most leaver teachers stayed in education (but not as a K-12
teacher) or cited “other” as their current occupational status. The TFS actually allows
for a qualitative analysis of the “other” category. While not in the parameters of this
study, I think an examination of this variable (including the qualitative “other”
category) by gender and age would nicely round out the PCA findings presented in
earlier chapters. For example, we would be able to track the current occupational
status of the leavers by age and gender as well as by the commonly cited important
reasons for leaving the profession.
2. The quantitative opportunities in the SASS and TFS data are powerful. However,
much could potentially be learned through a qualitative analysis of the concepts
discussed in this paper with a sub-group of leaver and mover teachers. For example:
a. Why did you want to be become a teacher and how did that impact your
decision to move schools or leave the profession?
b. Describe your experience with accountability reform efforts and how that
impacted your decision to move schools or leave teaching.
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c. How long did you expect to remain a teacher and did your views about that
change over time while you were in the classroom?
d. Why did you decide to move schools for the reasons you cited as opposed to
leave teaching altogether?
3. An additional possible question and analysis to this study is to develop an interaction
term for age and gender and run the PCA across the following eight groups: women
Gen Y and non-Gen Y mover and leaver teachers and men Gen Y and non-Gen Y
mover and leave teachers. If the Ns were high enough, it is possible that there would
be meaningful variation between groups by gender*age in the same way that there
was a relationship between the groups in this study.
4. Future research on this issue would benefit from an in-depth investigation of the
reasons that men cite dissatisfaction with accountability more commonly than women
when they leave the profession. I speculate reasons for this in this chapter; but, a
qualitative approach to truly understanding what is behind these trends would be
informative.
5. The TFS data that I used for this study are from 2008-2009, which is well after the
launch and implementation of NCLB but most likely not far enough into the
implementation of the latest round of accountability reform initiatives for teachers,
most notably those related to Race to the Top (RTTT). I think a more confident
estimate of the concepts and findings presented in this dissertation would result from
analyzing the recently released 2012-2013 TFS data (these data were released during
the final stages of writing this dissertation).
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6. As described in Chapter 3 (“Data, Research Questions and Hypotheses, and
Methods”), many cases were lost when merging the 2008-2009 TFS with the
Principal Follow-up Survey (PFS). I merged these datasets in order to get access to
the variable about school performance (i.e., AYP). In the end, I did not use the AYP
variable for the principal components analysis but did examine it for the descriptive
analysis. While the sample size that I used for the PCA was fairly large and extremely
representative, the sample size would have likely been much larger with the
additional cases that were lost during the merge. Future research might benefit from a
larger sample size.
7. Last, more could be done to examine the data by school level (elementary school vs.
high school) as well as by more recent information about school performance status
(i.e., AYP). Staffing patterns, including the recruitment, retention, and attrition of
teachers by certain sub-groups may reveal interesting trends if they were more
seriously considered than is the case in this study.
I wanted to pursue this study because there are very few aspects of K-12
education that have scientific evidence as meaningful for kids’ learning, particularly kids
who need the most support – and teachers are one of them. If our society is going to
continuously recruit and retain workers for this profession, we most certainly should do a
better job understanding what they want out of their daily work as well as their
aspirations as professionals. I also think that teachers have been put under an increasing
amount of pressure over the past ten years, primarily as a result of accountability reform,
and yet there is a startlingly low amount of research that seeks to understand how and
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why teachers are moving into and out of the profession as a result of specific issues
related to these reform efforts. There is plenty of research that concentrates on who
leaves teaching and even some research that attempts to isolate the predictive factors for
why some teachers leave teaching; however, there is little to no research that uses
teachers’ self-reported data on why they left teaching and includes accountability-related
factors as options for the teachers’ responses. Understanding the impact of the
accountability movement on teachers as workers is keenly important, not just because
they are one of the main recipients of recent education policy reform efforts but because
their experiences, perceptions, and attitudes are linked to policy-relevant outcomes, such
as teacher turnover (Ladd, 2011; Loeb et al., 2005). Some suggest that the current
emphasis on accountability and incentives overlooks the importance of teacher working
conditions as an influential factor in shaping the teacher workforce (Sykes & Dibner,
2009). States and school districts, as a result primarily from federal pressure, spend a
great deal of time concentrating on how to hold teachers accountable for their work and
not nearly enough time talking about, investing in, and focusing on the conditions we all
know are vital for these folks to feel successful and be successful in their work, as all
professionals want. According to my research, teacher accountability reform efforts are
positively associated with actual reasons for leaving the profession for some teachers,
particularly men and Gen Y teachers, because these reform efforts are not aligned with
their professional values.
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